
  

 
 
  

 
 
 
 

June 27, 2016 
 
 
BY HAND DELIVERY 
 
Herb J. Wesson, Jr., President 
Members of the City Council 
City of Los Angeles 
200 N. Spring Street 
Los Angeles, CA  90012 
 
 Re: Van Nuys Fire Station No 39 Project (SCH# 2015031067). 
 
Dear Mr. Wesson and Councilmembers: 
 
 Please accept the following points and concerns submitted on behalf of the 
Tiara Group 2 (“Tiara Group”), an unincorporated association of Los Angeles 
residents and property owners living in close proximity to the proposed Van Nuys 
Fire Station No. 39 project (“Project”).   
 
 Tiara Group timely submitted comments on the Draft EIR for the Project, 
which have been nominally addressed in the comment responses included in the Final 
EIR.  As further explained below, the Final EIR does not contain “good faith, 
reasoned analysis” in response to public comment as required by CEQA, and fails to 
include sufficient facts and analysis to support its ultimate conclusion that the Project 
will have no significant unmitigated environmental effects.  Tiara Group therefore 
objects to the certification of the Final EIR and approval of the Project.   
 
I. Soil Contamination/Hazardous Materials 
 
 Tiara Group’s earlier comments noted that a 2010 Phase II Environmental 
Site Assessment (“ESA”) referenced in the Draft EIR had disclosed the presence of 
several toxic contaminants in soil vapor at the Project site, including VOCs, PCE, 
and vinyl chloride.  The Phase II ESA accordingly recommended that the City 
perform a health risk assessment of chemicals of potential concern (“COPCs”) at the 
site, and undertake exploratory trenching/potholing to determine the presence of 
USTs or other structures that pose an environmental risk.  Because the Draft EIR did 
not indicate whether these recommendations had been followed, Tiara Group 
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requested information on what assessments/investigations had been implemented, 
and if so what the results disclosed.  
 
 The Final EIR basically ignores this comment, stating only that:  
 

“The concerns of the commenter are addressed by the provisions of 
mitigation measure MM-HAZ-1, which is related to the identifying, handling, 
and disposal of contaminated soils, would ensure any potential significant 
impacts from the proposed project would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level.  The Bureau of Engineering is not aware of any work that has been 
performed on the site of the proposed project that would be subject to the 
recommendations  of the Phase II Environmental Site Assessment.”  Final 
EIR, Response MRW-5. 

 
 The referenced mitigation measure MM-HAZ-1 from the Draft EIR provides 
that the recommendations of “the February 2013 Geotechnical Engineering Report” 
shall be followed, specifically that Report’s contingency plan for identifying, handling, 
and disposing of contaminated materials in accordance with existing laws and 
regulations in the event they are encountered during Project construction.  MM-
HAZ-1 is, as it itself explains, a reactive, contingency plan specifying activities to be 
performed post hoc, after contaminated soils are encountered.  By contrast, the Phase 
II ESA recommendations call for proactive health risk assessment and soils 
investigation in order to determine the magnitude of any problems in advance, 
thereby allowing an appropriate remediation/mitigation plan to be formulated before 
contaminated soils are encountered and potentially made airborne or otherwise 
mobilized and dispersed into the nearby environment.  Furthermore, the fact that the 
City “is not aware of any work that has been performed at the site that would be 
subject to the Phase II ESA’s recommendations is irrelevant.  The site is currently 
vacant.  The issue is work that will be performed if this Project is approved. 
  
 Noting that the Draft EIR identified the LA Fire Department as the Certified 
Unified Program Agency (“CUPA”) administering the City’s Unified Hazardous 
Waste and Hazardous Materials Regulatory Program pursuant to Health and Safety 
Code section 25404, Tiara Group asked the City to produce relevant Program 
evaluations or other reports generated by CalEPA, and to disclose any identified 
program deficiencies that could involve or affect the Draft EIR’s analysis of 
hazardous materials at the Project site.  Through the CUPA Program, the Fire 
Department is obligated to annually inspect, test, and report the presence and status 
of leaking USTs City-wide, including any that might occur at the Project site.  Thus, 
the requested information is relevant to any critical analysis of the EIR’s hazardous 
materials discussion. 
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 The Final EIR dismisses this request, stating: “The information  requested by 
the commenter regarding the authorization of the Los Angeles Fire  
Department as CUPA for the City is not relevant to the analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR for a  project-specific fire station. The role of the Los Angeles Fire 
Department as CUPA for the City for the proposed project is described in Section 
4.5 of the Draft EIR.”  Response MRW-6. 
 
 A recent Public Records Act request disclosed a copy of a February 27, 2015 
letter from CalEPA to the City reporting the results of a triennial Program evaluation.  
A copy of this letter is attached herewith as Attachment 1.  The letter states: 
 

“ During the July 2014 program evaluation, the state evaluators found 
numerous elements of the program that were not operating in compliance 
with state law. Those program areas that were not consistent with state law 
were identified as deficiencies in a draft summary of findings report that was 
provided to the program management via email October 7, 2014, and 
discussed via conference call on October 8 and 15, 2014.  The Los Angeles 
City Fire Department’s program performance has been found to be 
unsatisfactory for the second consecutive triennial evaluation.”  Emphasis 
added. 
 

The letter proceeds to note several specific examples of Program deficiencies 
identified during the evaluation, including but not limited to:  
 

• “The CUPA is not inspecting all underground storage tanks (UST) facilities 
annually.” 

• “The CUPA is not requiring facilities to submit UST testing and leak detection 
documents as required by [the Health and Safety Code].” 

• “The annual UST compliance inspection is not always conducted in 
accordance with the requirements set forth in Statute or Regulation.” 

• “The CUPA is not requiring UST facilities with testing and/or leak detection 
failures documented as part of monitoring certifications, secondary 
containment testing, and other testing of non-monitoring reports to return to 
compliance.” 

 
 The letter accordingly directs the Fire Department to submit quarterly 
“Deficiency Progress Reports” to CalEPA beginning in April, 2015.  Tiara Group has 
requested copies of these Reports via a separate Public Records Act request 
submitted to the City, and incorporates them here by direct reference, thus making 
them part of the administrative record. 
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 Tiara Group submits that CalEPA’s program deficiency report substantially 
undermines the credibility of the Draft EIR’s analysis of hazardous materials impacts, 
the efficacy of mitigation measure MM-HAZ-1, and the validity of the Final EIR’s 
comment response MRW-6.  Based on the information disclosed in the Phase II 
ESA, it is obviously foreseeable that Project-related construction will involve a 
significant risk of COPCs being released into the environment, thereby posing a 
significant health risk to Tiara Group members living directly across the street - not 
to mention construction workers and firefighters occupying the site in the future.  
 
II.    Cumulative TAC Impacts. 
  
 Tiara Group’s comments observed that even though the Draft EIR had 
included an analysis of the Project’s individual health impacts from exposing nearby 
sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminant (“TAC”) emissions (primarily in the form 
of diesel particulate matter) emissions, it did not include a legally adequate analysis of 
the Project’s cumulative TAC impacts.  As Tiara Group explained, a valid cumulative 
impact analysis under CEQA requires an agency first to determine whether there is 
an existing cumulatively significant health risk to affected receptors from DPM 
emissions generated by past, present, and future emissions sources in the vicinity.  
Then, if there an existing cumulative impact is found, the agency must separately 
determine whether the project’s contribution to that impact is “cumulatively 
considerable.”  CEQA Guidelines, § 15130. 
 
 In response, the Final EIR first states that “the commenter raises legal issues 
regarding the methodology used for potential cumulative toxic air contaminant 
impacts that require no response under CEQA.” Response MRW-10.  This response 
is puzzling, as CEQA requires good faith, reasoned response to all responsible public 
comments raising material issues in timely comments on a draft EIR.  Regardless, the 
response goes on to claim there is no significant cumulative impact because the 
Project’ individual incremental cancer risk is below the 10 in 1 million significance 
threshold, the Project is consistent with the AQMP and SCAQMD rules, and because 
two nearby projects have their own [unidentified] mitigation measures and are far 
enough away so as not to be of concern. 
 
 Again, this response does not contain facts and analysis sufficient to show the 
Project will not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to an existing 
cumulative TAC impact.  A legally adequate cumulative analysis would have found an 
existing significant cumulative impact in its first step, as cancer risk mapping data 
from the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) reveal that ambient cancer risk 
from inhalation of TACs in the San Fernando Valley was between 250 and 500 excess 
cancers per million persons in 2010, the most recent data available.  See “Cancer 
Inhalation Risk: Local Trend Map,’ Southern California, attached here as  
Attachment 2.  Thus, the current health risk in the Project vicinity already exceeds 
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the City’s own 10 in 1 million health risk significance threshold by several orders of 
magnitude.  Indeed, the existing risk is between 25 and 50 times greater than that 
threshold, meaning that nearby residents already experience a significant cumulative 
health risk from past and present sources of TAC emissions.  Given this fact, the 
relevant question for the EIR is whether the Project’s contribution to this already 
serious existing significant cumulative impact is “cumulatively considerable” 
notwithstanding that its individual contribution is below the 10 in 1 million 
significance threshold for Project-specific impacts.  The EIR simply failed to address 
this important question. 
 
 The Final EIR’s comment responses imply that if the Project’s incremental 
health risk is below the significance threshold, it necessarily could not have a 
significant cumulative effect.  The law is clear, however, that an EIR may not 
conclude a cumulative impact is insignificant merely because the project’s 
contribution to an unacceptable existing condition is less than significant.  Courts 
have squarely rejected the “ratio theory,” which would trivialize a project’s 
incremental effect if the cumulative conditions without the project are already bad.   
Communities for a Better Environment v. California Resources Agency (“CBE”) (2002) 103 
Cal.App.4th 98, 117-118, 121 (invalidating CEQA Guidelines provision that de minimis 
impacts are less than considerable); Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 
221 Cal.App.3d 692, 718.  Indeed, the worse the existing conditions, the smaller the 
project increment needs to be in order to be found to be a considerable contribution.  
Furthermore, a cumulative impact analysis of air quality emissions is required to 
consider all sources of emissions from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable probable 
future projects.  CEQA Guidelines, § 15355(b); see also CEQA Guidelines, § 
15130(b)(1)(A).   
 
 Note too that the Final EIR’s reliance on unspecified mitigation measures in 
two “related projects” identified in the Draft EIR does not cure the omission.  The 
two related projects are the future construction of an animal care center and a sewer 
line upgrade within the Project’s service area.  Draft EIR p. 3-20.  There is no 
identification or consideration of any past and/or present projects in the same area 
which together are clearly causing the existing significant cumulative impact.  
 
III. Noise Impacts. 
 
 According to the Draft EIR, “an analysis” indicates that construction of a 10-
foot noise barrier (mitigation measure MM-NOI-1) would achieve the “goal” of 
reducing future with-Project noise levels at residential uses to below 70 dB CNEL 
and to within 5 dB CNEL of existing pre-project ambient noise levels.  Since this 
“analysis” was not documented in the Draft EIR, Tiara Group expressly requested 
documentation of how the sound wall would accomplish this noise reduction.   
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 Instead of providing the requested documentation, the Final EIR simply punts 
the question, stating: “The exact specifications and design of the sound wall would be 
finalized during the final design of the fire station.  The final design of the sound wall 
would be completed during the final engineering design phase of the proposed 
project and have to maintain compliance with the performance standard stated in 
MM-NOI‐1.”  Response MRW-11.  This non-response essentially acknowledges that 
the Draft EIR was misleading, and that no “analysis” was actually done to establish 
the efficacy of the proposed sound wall.  The Final EIR’s bald statement that the wall 
“will have to maintain compliance with the performance standard stated in MM-
NOI-1” is insufficient under CEQA, both as a comment response and as evidence of 
mitigation efficacy.  While mitigation may be deferred under certain circumstances, an 
EIR must still include substantial evidence showing that the mitigation will be 
effective.  There currently is no such evidence in the EIR or elsewhere in the 
administrative record. 
 
 Tiara Group also commented that the Draft EIR had not included a legally 
adequate analysis of the Project’s cumulative noise impacts.  The Final EIR responds 
with a bald statement that “reasonably foreseeable projects would not result in a 
discernible increase in ambient noise” at affected areas, that the Project would be the 
dominant noise source, and that the sound wall would therefore mitigate any 
potential cumulative noise impacts.  For the same reasons explained above for TACs, 
neither the Draft nor Final EIR contains a legally adequate analysis of cumulative 
noise impacts, which requires adherence to the two-step process summarized above.   
 
 Again, a proper analysis would have disclosed an existing significant 
cumulative noise impact.  Based on the information in Table 4.7-5 in the Draft EIR, 
the existing average ambient noise levels of +/- 65 dB CNEL, are only “conditionally 
acceptable” for single-family residential uses, meaning they are only acceptable if 
noise insulation features are in installed in residences.  Without such insulation 
features only noise levels of 55 CNEL dB are considered “normally acceptable.”  See 
Table 4.7-5.  Thus, existing roadway noise levels substantially exceed those the City 
considers “normally acceptable.”  This is a significant existing cumulative effect in the 
area.  Thus, even if the sound barrier achieves its  goal of reducing future with-
Project noise levels at residential uses to below 70 dB CNEL and to within 5 dB 
CNEL of existing pre-project ambient noise levels, the resulting ambient noise levels 
will still be substantially above those the City deems “normally acceptable.”   
 
 Therefore, as with TAC impacts, CEQA requires the City to determine 
whether the Project’s net incremental contribution to this significant existing 
cumulative noise problem after the sound wall is constructed is “cumulatively 
considerable.”  Neither the Draft or Final EIR addresses the question.  Given the 
magnitude of emergency siren noise events, the answer will certainly be yes. 
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 Finally, Tiara Group’s Draft EIR comments specifically requested an 
explanation of whether and how the City considered sleep disturbance as a potential 
Project impact.  The Final EIR’s response simply notes that the CNEL noise level 
average is calculated with a 10 dB “penalty” added for noise events occurring 
between 10 pm and 7 am to account for increased human sensitivity.  Response 
MRW-12.  This is irrelevant and not responsive.  Even if the sound wall does reduce 
siren noise events to below 70 dB CNEL, this noise level is more than enough to 
disturb sleep, potentially leading to serious health consequences for affected residents 
whose sleep will likely be disrupted many times per night.  Despite the seriousness of 
this potential effect, the EIR contains no disclosure or analysis explaining, for 
example, the decibel levels at which individual night-time noise events are expected to 
disturb human sleep, the frequency of such events expected during the Project’s 
operational phase, and what mitigation, if any, could feasibly ameliorate the problem.  
The EIR is thus fatally defective for this reason as well. 
 
IV. Conclusion 
 
 For all the above reasons, the Final EIR does not provide the required “good 
faith, reasoned analysis” in response to timely public comment as a required by 
CEQA.  The EIR as a whole remains legally inadequate as an informational 
document, and does not contain or constitute the substantial evidence necessary to 
support its conclusion that all of the Project’ impacts will be mitigated to less-than-
significant levels.  Tiara Group therefore respectfully requests the City Council to 
DECLINE to certify the Final EIR and to decline to approve the Project at this time. 
 
 Thank you for your consideration of these concerns. 
 
     Yours sincerely, 
 
     M. R. WOLFE & ASSOCIATES, P.C.  

                        
     Mark R. Wolfe 
     On behalf of Tiara Group 2 
 
MRW:am 
Attachments 
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Certified Mail:  7014 2120 0001 3903 0199 
 
 
February 27, 2015 
 
 
Mr. Herb J. Wesson, Jr. 
Council President 
Los Angeles City Council 
200 N. Spring St. Room 475 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
 
Dear Mr. Wesson: 
 
Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code section 25404.4(a), the California 
Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) conducted an evaluation of the Los Angeles 
City Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Regulatory Program (Unified 
Program) on July 29, 30, and 31, 2014.  The City of Los Angeles has been authorized by 
the Secretary for Environmental Protection to conduct this program as the Certified 
Unified Program Agency (CUPA).  To maintain its authorization, the City of Los Angeles 
must operate the program in compliance with statutory and regulatory requirements.   
 
During the July 2014 program evaluation, the state evaluators found numerous 
elements of the program that were not operating in compliance with state law.  Those 
program areas that were not consistent with state law were identified as deficiencies in a 
draft summary of findings report that was provided to the program management via 
email October 7, 2014, and discussed via conference call on October 8 and 15, 2014.  
The Los Angeles City Fire Department’s program performance has been found to be 
unsatisfactory for the second consecutive triennial evaluation. 
 
When a CUPA fails to meet its obligation to adequately implement the Unified Program 
the Secretary may either withdraw the CUPA’s authority to administer the program or 
enter into a Program Improvement Agreement (PIA) with the CUPA.  We appreciate the 
CUPA’s recent efforts to work toward correction of the program deficiencies and propose 
the enclosed PIA to govern this process. 
 
The PIA identifies deficiencies from the July 2014 evaluation and the required actions 
and timelines for correcting these deficiencies that were agreed to by CUPA program 
management.  Please review the enclosed PIA and either approve the agreement or 
provide suggested modifications to the required corrective actions and associated 
timeframes within 30 days.  To complete the deficiency correction process, CalEPA will 
expect a deficiency progress report 90 days from the agreement date and every 90 days 
thereafter detailing the Los Angeles City Fire Department CUPA’s progress toward 
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correcting the deficiencies.  The progress reports should be reviewed and approved at 
the Fire Chief level and sent to Assistant Secretary Jim Bohon. 
 
Pursuant to California Health and Safety Code section 25404.4(a), failure to implement 
the corrective actions in the PIA and bring the program into compliance may result in the 
Los Angeles City Fire Department losing its authorization from the Secretary to 
administer the Unified Program in the City of Los Angeles.  

 
Should you have any questions or need further information, please contact Mr. Jim Bohon, 
Assistant Secretary for Local Program Coordination and Emergency Response, at 
(916) 322-7188 or james.bohon@calepa.ca.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Alice Busching Reynolds 
Deputy Secretary for Law Enforcement and Counsel 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
 
Enclosure 
 
cc: Mr. Miguel A. Santana 

City Administrator 
200 N Main Street Suite 1500 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
 
Mr. Mike Feuer 
City Attorney 
800 City Hall East 
200 N. Main Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
 
Mr. Ralph M. Terrazas 
Fire Chief 
Los Angeles City Fire Department 
200 N Main Street, 16th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

mailto:james.bohon@calepa.ca.gov
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cc: Mr. John Vidovich 

Assistant Chief 
Los Angeles City Fire Department 
200 N Main Street, 16th Floor 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
 
Ms. Anna Olekszyk 
CUPA Manager 
Los Angeles City Fire Department 
200 N Main Street, Room 1780 
Los Angeles, California 90012 
 
Ms. Laura Fisher, Chief  
State Water Resources Control Board 
P.O. Box 944212 
Sacramento, California 94244-2102 
 
Mr. Asha Arora 
Senior Environmental Scientist 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 210 
Berkeley, California 94710-2721 
 
Mr. Sean Farrow 
Environmental Scientist  
State Water Resources Control Board 
P.O. Box 944212 
Sacramento, California 94244-2102 
 
Mr. Ari Erman, Ph.D. 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 210 
Berkeley, California 94710-2721 
 
Ms. Diana Peebler 
Senior Environmental Scientist, Supervisor 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
700 Heinz Avenue, Suite 210 
Berkeley, California 94710-2721 
 
Chief Kevin Reinertson  
Supervising Deputy State Fire Marshal 
Office of the State Fire Marshal 
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, California 94244-2460 
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cc: Ms. Denise Gibson 

Senior Environmental Scientist 
Office of the State Fire Marshal 
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, California 94244-2460 
 
Ms. Jenna Yang 
Environmental Scientist 
Office of the State Fire Marshal 
P.O. Box 944246 
Sacramento, California 94244-2460 
 
Mr. Thomas E. Campbell, Chief 
Hazardous Materials Section 
California Office of Emergency Services 
3650 Schriever Avenue 
Mather, California 95655 
 
Mr. Edward Newman 
Environmental Scientist 
California Office of Emergency Services 
3650 Schriever Avenue 
Mather, California 95655  
 
Mr. Jim Bohon 
Assistant Secretary for Local Program Coordination and Emergency Response 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
 
Mr. John Paine 
Manager, Unified Program 
California Environmental Protection Agency 
 
Ms. Katrina Valerio 
Environmental Scientist  
California Environmental Protection Agency 

 



 

  

 

 

 

CERTIFIED UNIFIED PROGRAM AGENCY  

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT 

EVALUATION 
 DATE(S): 

July 29, 2014 – July 31, 2014 

CUPA: City of Los Angeles Fire Department 
 

EVALUATION 
TEAM 

MEMBERS: 

CalEPA 
Team Lead 

DTSC Cal OES SWRCB CAL FIRE - OSFM 

Katrina Valerio 
Asha Arora 

Ari Erman, Ph.D 
Edward Newman 

Laura Fisher 
Sean Farrow 

Denise Gibson 
Jenna Yang 

 
This PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT includes: 
 

 Deficiencies identified during 
the evaluation 

 Non-corrected deficiencies from 
previous evaluations 

 Actions required to correct 
deficiencies 

 Corrective action timeframes 

 Documentation required to 
confirm correction 

 Observations and 
recommendations 

 

Please review this agreement and certify that all deficiencies will be corrected as specified.  The evaluation 
team may visit the CUPA to review information in an effort to determine the status of some deficiencies.   
  
Unified Program Designee 

   
 NAME (Print)   SIGNATURE   DATE  

Title: Email: 

CUPA Representative: 

   
 NAME (Print)   SIGNATURE   DATE  

Title: Email: 

The CUPA is required to submit a Deficiency 
Progress Report every 90 days from the 
agreement approval date, until all deficiencies 
have been acknowledged as corrected.   
 

Each Deficiency Progress Report must include a 
narrative describing the corrective actions on all 
deficiencies identified in the Summary of 
Findings evaluation report. 

Deficiency Progress Report submittal dates for the first 
year following the evaluation are as follows: 

 

Update 1:  April 23, 2015 
Update 2:  July 23, 2015 

Update 3:  October 23, 2015 
Update 4:  January 23, 2016 
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CERTIFIED UNIFIED PROGRAM AGENCY 

PROGRAM IMPROVEMENT AGREEMENT 

DEFICIENCIES IDENTIFIED DURING EVALUATION 

Date: February 26, 2015  Page 2 of 19 
 

DEFICIENCIES CARRIED OVER FROM THE 2011 EVALUATION  
1. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 

The CUPA is not inspecting all underground 
storage tanks (UST) facilities annually. 
 

 Fiscal Year (FY) 12/13, the CUPA 
inspected 66% of its regulated facilities; 

 FY 11/12, the CUPA inspected 69% of its 
regulated facilities; 

 FY 10/11, the CUPA inspected 48% of its 
regulated facilities. 
 

This deficiency was also cited in 2009, but 
considered corrected during the update 
reporting process. 

By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will perform a thorough 
analysis of the UST element of the unified program and 
conclude the reasons why the annual compliance 
inspection requirement is not being met.  This analysis 
shall include discussion on existing staffing resources and 
how many inspections each inspector is capable of 
conducting annually.  This analysis should be submitted 
to CalEPA with a plan for addressing all the reasons why 
the annual compliance inspections are not being met, 
and how the annual compliance inspection frequency 
will be met by October 23, 2015.   
 
By April 23, 2015, the CUPA shall identify those USTs that 
have not been inspected in the last year or for multiple 
years, and prioritize those inspections to be completed 
prior to any other annual compliance inspection.  By July 
23, 2015, the CUPA shall inspect those USTs that have 
not been inspected in the last year or for multiple years.  

CITATION: 
HSC, Chapter 6.7, Section 25288 (a) 
CCR, Title 23, Chapter 16, Section 2712 (e) 
[SWRCB] 

 

2. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not requiring facilities to 
submit UST testing and leak detection 
documents as required by Chapter 6.7 of 
the Health and Safety Code (Statute) and 
Title 23, Chapter 16 of the California Code 
of Regulations (Regulation).   
 
The following documents, which are 
required to be submitted within 30 days of 
testing, were not found in facility files, 
California Environmental Reporting System 
(CERS), or Envision.  
 

 Secondary containment testing; 

 Tank and line integrity tests; 

 Monitoring certifications; 

 ELD certifications. 
 

Twenty-eight facility files were reviewed by 

From this point forward, in accordance with Statute and 
Regulation, the CUPA will require owners and operators 
to submit the appropriate UST testing and leak detection 
documents.  In accordance with Statute and Regulation, 
the CUPA will also require owners and operators to 
comply with timely submittal of these documents.    
 
By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will develop outreach 
program materials and submit them to CalEPA for 
approval.  In the submittal to CalEPA, the CUPA will 
outline how and when it will provide the outreach 
materials to the regulated community (both 
owners/operators and testers). The outreach materials 
must explain the requirement to submit the appropriate 
UST testing and leak detection documents in the 
timeframe required by Statute and Regulation. 
 
By July 23, 2015, the CUPA will have completed the 
distribution of the outreach materials so that the 
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SWRCB and the file numbers were provided 
to the CUPA in the preliminary summary of 
findings.   
 
Interviews with CUPA staff confirmed that 
the CUPA does not actively require 
appropriate testing and leak detection 
documents to be submitted, or to be 
submitted within the 30 day timeframe. 

regulated community is notified of the requirements to 
submit appropriate UST testing and leak detection 
documents.  The CUPA shall send CalEPA a final copy of 
the outreach program materials and a list of businesses 
the materials were sent to. 
 
This Deficiency will be considered corrected once there is 
consistent documentation over a one-year period that 
shows the appropriate documents are being submitted, 
submitted in a timely manner, reviewed by International 
Code Council (ICC) certified staff, and retained by the 
CUPA. 

CITATION: 
HSC, Chapter 6.7, Section 25288 (b) [SWRCB] 

 

3. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not preparing an annual 
compliance inspection report for every UST 
inspection. 
 
The CUPA could not produce annual 
compliance inspection reports for all UST 
facilities reviewed by SWRCB. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Beginning with the first quarterly progress report due 
April 23, 2015, and each quarterly progress report 
thereafter, the CUPA will provide copies of the previous 
quarter’s UST annual compliance inspection reports.  This 
reporting will continue until this deficiency is corrected. 
 
Clear written direction and procedures for managing UST 
inspections from start to finish, including electronic data 
and hard copy paperwork, as well as the identification of 
tools and resources to conduct adequate inspections are 
needed to maintain consistent UST inspection practices.  
Therefore, by April 23, 2015, the CUPA will develop and 
submit to CalEPA procedures for the management of 
inspection activities that specifically outline the roles of 
inspectors, office staff, and management.   
 
A few of noticeably absent CUPA policies and procedures 
for managing inspections observed during the 
evaluation, which should be included in this document, 
include;  

 the deadline for preparation of the annual 
compliance inspection report,  

 the requirements for facility record keeping and 
document retention,  

 the requirements for review and follow up of 
submitted testing reports,  

 how to conduct inspections in those instances when 
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staff can and cannot witness annual monitoring 
certifications,  

 the requirements for the renewal and issuance of 
operating permits.   
 

All policies and procedures shall be in conformance with 
LG 159. 
 
By May 23, 2015, CalEPA will have the CUPA’s UST 
inspection procedures reviewed and provide feedback to 
the CUPA.   
 
By June 23, 2015, the CUPA will make necessary 
amendments if needed to these procedures and submit 
to CalEPA for review and approval. 
 
By July 23, 2015, the CUPA will incorporate these policies 
and procedures into its Inspection & Enforcement Plan 
and begin implementation. 
 
By September 30, 2015, the CUPA will conduct its self-
audit and submit the self-audit to CalEPA addressing the 
status of implementation of this corrective action and 
identify if any changes are needed. 
 
This Deficiency will be considered corrected once 
established policies and procedures are in place and UST 
inspection reports are shown to be consistently prepared 
for all inspections over a one-year period. 

CITATION: 
HSC, Chapter 6.7, Section 25288 (b) [SWRCB] 

 

4. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not collecting, tracking or 
accurately reporting SOC information on a 
semi-annual basis.  
 
The CUPA has received letters from SWRCB 
the last two (2) reporting periods because 
of late submittals. 

From this point forward, the CUPA will report its SOC 
information to SWRCB within the given time period. 
 
The next report period for SOC information is due March 
1, 2015. 
 
This deficiency will be considered corrected once the 
CUPA has successfully submitted semi-annual SOC 
reports on time for a one-year period. 

CITATION: 
CCR, Title 23, Section 2713 (c) [SWRCB]   
CCR, Title 27, Section 15290 (b)(1)(2) 
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5. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The annual UST compliance inspection is not 
always conducted in accordance with the 
requirements set forth in Statute or 
Regulation. 
 
File review and LA City Fire staff interviews 
indicate that staff is not always onsite to 
witness all aspects of the annual monitoring 
certification.  When staff are not present 
during the annual monitoring certification 
staff fail to: (1) review the associated annual 
monitoring certificates which identify 
functionality testing, annual spill bucket 
testing, and/or secondary containment tests 
and note failures on the UST annual 
compliance inspection report, and (2) 
inspect the required subsurface elements of 
the UST system, as inspectors don’t have 
access. 
 

From this point forward, all annual UST compliance 
inspections shall be conducted in accordance with 
Statute and Regulation as explained in Local Guidance 
Letter (LG) 159. The CUPA will develop and submit to 
CalEPA procedures consistent with the description in LG 
159 to implement the law.  These policies and 
procedures are to be added to the document prepared 
for the corrective actions of Deficiency 3.  For that 
reason; submittals, review, implementation, and self-
audit time frames shall be the same as, and on the same 
timeline as, Deficiency 3.    
 
Using the annual inspection reports submitted quarterly 
under Deficiency 3 the SWRCB will randomly select UST 
inspection reports to review and request the CUPA to 
submit supporting documentation to determine whether 
or not the UST annual compliance inspections are being 
properly conducted. This review will continue until the 
deficiency is corrected. 
 
This Deficiency will be considered corrected when 
annual UST compliance inspections are consistently 
conducted in accordance with Statute and Regulation for 
a one-year period. 

CITATION: 
HSC, Chapter 6.7, Section, 25288 (a)  
CCR, Title 23, Section, 2712 (e) [SWRCB] 

 

6. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not fully implementing its 
Inspection and Enforcement (I & E) Plan.  In 
many cases, CUPA inspectors are not 
completing an inspection report after each 
inspection and leaving a copy with the 
facility operator.  CalEPA, Cal OES, and the 
SWRCB have observed that many facility 
files did not contain current inspection 
reports. 
 
The CUPA has recently moved from using a 
data entry inspection form summarizing 
inspections to issuing an inspection report 
to facilities.  Due to the CUPA’s low 
inspection frequency, most inspections 

Effective immediately, the CUPA will document all 
inspections using an inspection report for each program 
element. 
 
By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will provide to CalEPA a list 
of facilities that were inspected the first and second 
quarter of FY 2014/2015.  The CUPA shall continue to 
submit quarterly lists until it is uploading its inspections 
to CERS.  State evaluators will review the lists and will 
request copies of inspection reports from the lists, not 
otherwise provided under Deficiency 3.   
 
The CUPA will provide quarterly updates of its progress 
towards ensuring inspection reports are completed after 
each inspection until this deficiency is corrected. The 
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reviewed contained only the data entry 
form and no inspection report clearly 
demonstrating factual basis of violations or 
observations.   
 
The CUPA appears to be beginning to 
remediate this deficiency. 

deficiency will be considered corrected when all the 
state evaluators have agreed that the inspection reports 
are being completed.  The state evaluators may perform 
an in-person review of the CUPA’s records prior 
determining this deficiency is corrected. 

CITATION: 
CCR, Title 27, Section 15200 (a) 
[CalEPA, Cal OES, SWRCB, OSFM] 

 

* DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not inspecting each Hazardous 
Materials Release Reponses Plan (HMRRP 
facility once every three years. 

This deficiency was carried over from the 2011 
evaluation.  However, the CUPA was able to demonstrate 
to Cal OES and OSFM during the in office portion of the 
July 2014 evaluation that this deficiency has been 
corrected.  

CITATION: 
HSC, Chapter 6.95, Section 25508 (b)[Cal OES] 

DEFICIENCIES IDENTIFIED IN 2011, CONSIDERED CORRECTED AND FOUND AGAIN 

7. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is issuing UST operating permits 
to facilities that are not in compliance. 
 
File review indicates that UST inspectors in 
many cases are not reviewing annual 
monitoring certifications, secondary 
containment testing reports, or other 
testing and leak detection records.  These 
testing reports and records often contain 
testing failures or leak test results that 
result in facility non-compliance, as well 
violations that would prohibit the UST 
operating permit from being issued.  The 
CUPAs failure to conduct this proper 
document review resulted in UST operating 
permits being issued to facilities that are 
not in compliance. 
 
 

From this point forward, the CUPA will only issue UST 
operating permits to facilities that are in compliance with 
Statute and Regulations. 
 
By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will develop and submit to 
CalEPA policies and procedures to verify UST compliance 
with Statute and Regulations before issuing the permit to 
operate.  These policies and procedures are to be added 
to the document prepared for the corrective actions of 
Deficiency 3.  For that reason, submittal, review, 
implementation, and self-audit time frames shall be the 
same as and on the same timeline as Deficiency 3.  
 
Thirty days after the next UST operating permit issuance 
cycle the SWRCB will randomly select 30 UST facilities 
from CERS and provide the list to the CUPA.  The CUPA 
will then submit to CalEPA copies of the facility files so 
that SWRCB can review and determine that UST 
operating permits are being issued to facilities that are in 
compliance. 
 
This Deficiency will be considered corrected after one 
successful permitting cycle where the CUPA has withheld 

CITATION: 
HSC, Chapter 6.7, Section 25285 (b) [SWRCB] 
CCR, Title 23, Section 2712 (e) 
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the issuance of operating permits for facilities not in 
compliance or properly found all facilities to be in 

compliance.   
 

8. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not requiring UST facilities with 
testing and/or leak detection failures 
documented as part of monitoring 
certifications, secondary containment 
testing, and other testing of non-
monitoring reports to return to compliance.  
In addition, a review of the submitted 
violation tracking spreadsheet provided by 
the CUPA manager shows that in many 
instances return to compliance is not 
occurring during annual compliance 
inspections. 
 
Our file review indicates that facilities have 
been operating out of compliance for 
multiple years. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

From this point forward, the CUPA will;  
 
(1) review testing and leak detection reports and cite 
testing and leak detection failures as a violations,  
(2) require facilities to correct violations associated with 
testing and leak detection failures as identified both 
during inspections and review of testing and leak 
detection reports,  
(3) require facilities to re-test and demonstrate that 
compliance with Statute and Regulations has been met. 
 
By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will develop and submit to 
CalEPA policies and procedures for inspectors to verify 
return to compliance for testing and or leak detection 
failures within the appropriate time frames.  These 
policies and procedures are to be added to the document 
prepared for the corrective actions of Deficiency 3.  For 
that reason, submittal, review, implementation, and self-
audit time frames shall be the same as, and on the same 
timeline, as Deficiency 3. 
 
By January 23, 2016, and quarterly thereafter the SWRCB 
will review CERS for facilities with violations, and require 
the CUPA to submit necessary supplemental information 
to demonstrate how return to compliance was achieved.   
 
This Deficiency will be considered corrected when the 
CUPA has the above-referenced policies and procedures 
in place and consistently over a one-year period has 
reviewed testing and leak detection reports and 
appropriately cited violations for failures, required 
facilities to correct testing and leak detection violations, 
and required facilities to retest and demonstrate 
compliance when there has been a failure indicated in a 
testing or leak detection report. 
 
 

CITATION: 
CCR, Title 23, Chapter 16, Section 2630 (a)  
CCR, Title 23, Chapter 16, Section 2631 (g)  
CCR, Title 23, Chapter 16, Section 2632 (b)  
CCR, Title 23, Chapter 16, Section 2634 (b)  
CCR, Title 23, Chapter 16, Section 2640 (a)  
CCR, Title 23, Chapter 16, Section 2641 (a)  
CCR, Title 23, Chapter 16, Section 2712 (f) 
[SWRCB] 
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9. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not ensuring that businesses 
annually resubmit or certify their 
hazardous materials inventory information. 
 
Hazardous materials inventories are 
currently accepted though the CUPA’s local 
reporting portal and through CERS. 
 
Out of the 21 files reviewed by OSFM, 20 
files did not have an updated inventory.  
 
45% of facilities queried in CERS by Cal OES 
did not have an updated inventory. 

By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will prepare and 
implement an action plan to address this 
deficiency.  By July 23, 2015, the CUPA will 
provide a status on the action plan 
implementation. 

The CUPA will continue to provide quarterly updates of 
its progress towards ensuring facilities annually submit 
an updated inventory online.  The deficiency will be 
considered corrected when 90 percent of the regulated 
businesses are in compliance.  CalEPA, OSFM and/or Cal 
OES may require screenshots of the CUPA’s portal, 
database, CERS or copies of inspection reports, notices 
of violation and/or return to compliance documentation 
or to perform an in person review of the CUPA’s records 
prior to determining this deficiency corrected. 

CITATION: 
HSC , Chapter 6.95, Section 25502, HSC , 
Chapter 6.95, Section 25505 (a)(1), and  
HSC , Chapter 6.95, Section 25508 (a)(2) and (c) 
[Cal OES] 
CFC, Chapter 50, Section 5001.5.2 [OSFM] 

 

10. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA’s PA, the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department, is not meeting either its 
scheduled inspection frequency for the 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) large quantity generators (LQGs), 
and small quantity generators (SQGs) as 
outlined in the CUPA’s I & E Plan or the 
statutorily mandated frequency for the 
tiered permitting (TP) program. 
 
Prior to the evaluation, DTSC requested a 
list of all hazardous waste generator (HWG) 
facilities that had not been inspected within 
the last 3 years.  During the evaluation, on 
July 30, 2014, the PA provided two 
additional lists for DTSC’s review and for 
selection of hazardous waste generator 
oversight inspections. One list of 18 (12 
LQGs and/ 6 TP facilities) and a second list 
of 905 SQGs. These lists indicated that these 
923 facilities had not been inspected within 

By January 23, 2016 the PA will have inspected all 
hazardous waste generators (HWG) that have not been 
inspected in the past three years. 
 
In the first progress report, provide an update on the 
total number of HWG facilities that need to be 
inspected and the total number HWG facilities 
inspected to date (3 prior months). In addition, please 
provide a list of facilities overdue for inspection with 
the progress report.  
 
Please also submit in the subsequent quarterly progress 
reports to CalEPA an update on the number of RCRA 
LQG and TP facilities, and SQGs inspected and the total 
number HWG facilities inspected to date (3 prior 
months). 
 
The CUPA will continue to provide quarterly updates of 
its progress towards ensuring the PA meets its 
inspection frequency for HWG facilities until this 
deficiency is corrected.  CalEPA and/or DTSC may 
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the last three years.   
 

TP/RCRA LQG: 

 Three out of six TP facilities had not 
been inspected in over four years.  

 One out of 12 RCRA LQGs had not 
been inspected in over six years.  

 Four out of 12 RCRA LQGs had not 
been inspected in over four years. 
 

SQGs:  

 Two out of 905 had not been 
inspected in over six years.   

 108 out of 905 had not been 
inspected in over five years.  

 313 out of 905 had not been 
inspected in over four years. 
 

Of the thirty four active files reviewed by 
DTSC, five of the facilities were not 
inspected in the last three years. 
 

 Story Building located at 610 S. 
Broadway #714, Los Angeles, was 
last inspected on 6/1/11. 

 Andrews International located at 
455 N. Moss St., Valencia, was last 
inspected on 9/23/10. 

 SOS Petro/ Vic’s Auto Repair located 
at 6621 Foothill Blvd., Tujunga, was 
last inspected on 7/8/10. 

 LA County Public Works located 809 
Big Tujunga Canyon Rd., Tujunga 
was last inspected on 1/9/10. 

 National Diamond Laboratory 
located at 4650 Alger St. Los 
Angeles, was last inspected on 
3/2/10. 

require copies of inspection reports, or an in-person 
review of the CUPA’s records prior determining this 
deficiency corrected. 

CITATION: 
HSC, Chapter 6.5, Section 25201.4 (b)  
CCR, Title 27, Section 15200 (a)(3) [DTSC] 
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NEW DEFICIENCIES: 

11. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not certifying every three 
years that it has conducted a complete 
review of its Area Plan.  The last revision is 
dated February 2009 

The CUPA has received a grant to revise this Area Plan 
the term of the grant is November 1, 2014 – September 
30, 2015.   
 
By September 30, 2015, the CUPA shall submit a 
certified copy of the Area Plan Revision to CalEPA and 
Cal OES for review.  

CITATION: 

HSC, Chapter 6.95 Section 25503 (d)(2) [Cal 
OES] 

 

12. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not inspecting all of the 
Aboveground Petroleum Storage (APSA) 
tank facilities, which store 10,000 gallons 
or more of petroleum, at least once every 
three years.   

22 out of 207 APSA regulated facilities 
have been inspected in the last three 
years. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The CUPA will prepare and implement an action plan to 
address this deficiency.  The CUPA is encouraged to 
prioritize its inspections based on the level of risk posed 
by each tank facility.  The action plan will be submitted 
with the April 23, 2015 update. 
 
By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will submit a status of the 
CUPA’s activities to correct this deficiency, including a 
list of the tank facilities and the dates the facilities were 
inspected.  The CUPA will also send copies of 10 
completed reports from recently inspected APSA 
facilities to CalEPA. 
 
The CUPA will continue to provide quarterly updates of 
its progress towards meeting its inspection frequency for 
APSA facilities until this deficiency is corrected.  The 
deficiency will be considered corrected when at least 90 
percent of the facilities have been inspected within 
three years.  CalEPA and/or the OSFM may require 
copies of inspection reports, or an in-person review of 
the CUPA’s records prior determining this deficiency 
corrected. 

CITATION: 
HSC Chapter 6.67 Section 25270.5 (a) [OSFM] 

 

13. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not ensuring full access to, and 

the availability of, the hazardous materials 

business plan information to its first 

responders. 

The CUPA stores its business plan 
information in paper files, Envision data 

By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will meet with its first 
responders and ensure that all business plan information 
from all sources (paper files, CERS, and Envision 
Connect) is provided to them in an agreed upon 
timeframe and format.   
 
In addition, by April 23, 2015, the CUPA will provide a 
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management system, and CERS. Only 
Envision Connect is readily available or 
accessible to the first responders on an 
annual basis.  The CUPA submits a CD from 
Envision annually, but does not provide 
access or copies of hazardous materials 
business plan information from either the 
CUPA’s paper file copies or CERS to its first 
responders. 

status of this deficiency, including a list of agencies,  the 
meeting date(s), and confirmation that agreement has 
been reached regarding the timeframe and format for 
providing business plan information. 

CITATION: 
HSC, Chapter 6.95, Sections 25500 (a), 25502, 
25504 (c), 25507.2 (c) [Cal OES] 

 

14. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not adequately evaluating its 
Participating Agency (PA) performance to 
ensure that LA County Fire Department PA 
meets the minimum requirements 
described in the Unified Program 
Application. 
 
Specifically, the CUPA did not review the 
PA’s inspection frequency, compliance with 
the memorandum of understanding (MOU), 
request fee accountability documentation, 
or current I & E plan during the last PA 
audit. 
 
The CUPA reviewed only seven files out of 
6,183 hazardous waste generator files. The 
CUPA did not diversify its review to cover 
each type of industry. 
 
The CUPA did not review any tiered 
permitting files.  Los Angeles City, as a CUPA 
has the most amount of tiered permitting 
facilities in the state.   

In November 2014, the CUPA underwent training in the 
basics of the Hazardous Waste Generator/Tiered 
Permitting Program to prepare the CUPA for future PA 
performance evaluations. 
 
By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will evaluate the PA’s 
performance and take into consideration requirements 
of implementing the hazardous waste program and the 
MOU.  The CUPA will submit its findings, as well as a 
copy of the CUPA’s annual self-audit to CalEPA.  
 
 

CITATION: 
CCR Title 27 Section 15330 (b) 
CCR Title 27 Section 15200 (b) 
CCR Title 27 Section 15280 (b) [CalEPA][DTSC] 
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15. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA is not ensuring that inspectors 
receive health and safety training required 
for CUPA technical staff. 

By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will provide or ensure 
technical staff attends health and safety training.  The 
CUPA will send certificates or a class roster and agenda 
demonstrating that staff attended/completed the 
training, and specifying the subject matter covered. 

CITATION: 
CCR Title 27 section 15260 (d)(3)(A) [CalEPA] 

 

16. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
In some cases, elements that are required 
by statute, such as factual basis of violations 
and corrective actions are not included in 
the Los Angeles County PA’s HWG 
inspection reports provided to the facility.  

By April 23, 2015, the PA will provide five examples of 
facility inspection reports from the North and Central 
offices that include all observations made at the facility, 
all alleged violations, the factual basis for the violations, 
code citations, and any corrective actions necessary. 
 CITATION: 

HSC, Chapter 6.5, Section 25185(c)(1),  
CCR Title 27, 15110(e)(1)[DTSC] 

 

17. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA and PA are not coordinating the 
annual review and update of the CUPA’s fee 
accountability program and Inspection & 
Enforcement Plan (I & E Plan). 
 
The CUPA does not appear to be consulting 
and reaching consensus with the PA prior to 
making changes to the CUPA’s I & E Plan 
that may affect program elements for which 
the PA is responsible.  Although the CUPA 
reviewed its I & E Plan, implementation 
requirements for and changes relevant to 
the Hazardous Waste Program have not 
been incorporated. 
 
The CUPA’s I & E Plan states the following 
on page 15, subsection g: 
 HSC Chapter 6.5 Section 25192  
“Class I violations require that formal 
enforcement action be taken according to 
the State Response Policy.  Class II violations 
may be enforced by formal or informal 
enforcement actions. Minor violations 
require that a Notice to Comply be prepared 
pursuant to HSC Section 25187.8.” 

By July 23, 2015, the CUPA will review its entire I & E 
Plan and update it as needed. 
 
By July 23, 2015, the CUPA, in coordination with its PA, 
will revise its I & E Plan to include the administration of 
the HWG/TP program element.  If adopting LA County 
Fire Department’s I & E Plan for the HWG programs the 
CUPA should at minimum incorporate by reference and 
keep the Plan onsite and available upon request. 
 
The CUPA will include an update of its fee 
accountability program with its annual self audit report, 
due by September 30, 2015.  The fee accountability 
program update will include a discussion of the 
necessary and reasonable costs of the hazardous waste 
program as implemented by the PA. 
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The Enforcement response policy is no 
longer valid since the penalty regulations 
became effective in 2001. 
 
The CUPA’s I & E Plans states the following 
on page 18: 
“DTSC is currently reporting SNC 
information to the federal EPA from 
information submitted by CUPAs from the 
waste generator inspections.” 
DTSC is not reporting SNC information 
separately to EPA.  Once CUPAs update its I 
& E information into CERS, the information 
will be uploaded to RCRAInfo (EPA’s 
database) and EPA will be able to extract 
SNC information themselves.  
 
The CUPA’s I & E Plans says the following 
on page 20: 
“A class I violation committed by a chronic 
or a recalcitrant violator, as provided in 
Section 25117.6 “ 
The correct section to cite is 25110.8.5. 
 
page 4 section J: 
Hazardous Waste Generator Inspection 
Program  
 
“See L. A. County Fire Department 
Inspection and Enforcement Plan” 
As noted above, LA City CUPA's I & E plan 
has adopted LA Co Fire Department’s I & E 
plan by reference.  
 
Appendix VI is missing inspection reports 
for the hazardous waste and tiered 
permitting programs. 

CITATION: 
CCR, Title 27, Sections 15200 (a) and (b)  
CCR Title 27, Section 15220 (a)(2)  
[CalEPA, DTSC] 
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18. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 
The CUPA was unable to demonstrate if 
they are investigating complaints referred 
by DTSC as stated in its I & E plan.  
 
On July 31, 2014, the CUPA was unable to 
demonstrate that DTSC referred 
complaints were investigated by the PA.  

 
 
 
 
 

The CUPA will immediately start following it’s I & E plan 
and follow up with complaints referred by DTSC.  
 
By April 23, 2015, the CUPA will provide follow up 
documentation for the outcome of the following 
complaints referred by DTSC: 
 

 14-0414-0208 

 14-0314-0126 

 13-0813-0609 

 14-0114-0075 

 13-1013-0675 

 13-0413-0282 

 12-0812-0465 

 12-0112-0059 

CITATION: 
CCR, Title 27, Section 15200 (a)(13) [DTSC] 

 

19. DEFICIENCY: CORRECTIVE ACTION: 

 
The CUPA did not report quarterly 
inspection, violation, and enforcement 
information for each program element to 
CalEPA through the Decade Envision 
Connect local information management 
system or CERS.   
 
The CUPA did not report inspection, 
violation, and enforcement information for 
the entire 2013/2014 fiscal year by July 30, 
2014.   

 
The CUPA will prepare and implement an action plan to 
address this deficiency.  The action plan will be 
submitted with the April 23, 2015 update. 
 
This deficiency will be considered corrected when the 
CUPA reaches the 90% percentile of inspection, 
violation, and enforcement information provided 
through the Decade Envision Connect local information 
management system or CERS for each program element. 
 

CITATION: 
CCR, Title 27, Section 15290 (b) [CalEPA] 
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The observations and recommendations provided in this section address activities the CUPA is 
implementing and/or may include areas for continuous improvement not specifically required of the CUPA 
by regulation or statute. 

  

1. OBSERVATION: 
1. The CUPA is not accepting CERS submittals within a timely manner.  Less than 400 of nearly 

7000 submittals have been accepted in CERS.  In many cases, it was noted that submittals 
from as far back as 2012 were still listed as “Under Review” while newer records had been 
submitted in the years 2013 & 2014.  Based on interviews with CUPA staff, submittals are 
accepted upon technical staff review for correctness.  In addition, the CUPA is not consistent 
in changing the status of CERS submittals from submitted to under review.  At least one 
inspector indicates that inspection staff has not been instructed or trained to perform theses 
duties. 
 
During the SWRCB oversight inspections and office visit, SWRCB evaluators sat down with 
inspectors and briefly demonstrated the process on how to change the submittal status and 
how to review and accept or not accept submittals. 
 
In addition, SWRCB reminded inspectors that they must be ICC certified to accept the UST 
submittals and has also shown CUPA staff the FAQ’s which have been put on the CERS 
website. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

CalEPA, SWRCB Cal OES, and OSFM strongly recommend that the CUPA expeditiously review 
information required in CERS and accept or reject submittals within a reasonable period.  
 
If the CUPA requires some training in how to properly review, accept or reject UST submittals, 
please give Mr. Farrow a call at 916-324-7493 or email at sean.farrow@waterboards.ca.gov 
requesting training.  

  

2. OBSERVATION: 
SWRCB witnessed four UST oversight inspections.  One of the four inspections was incomplete.   This 
incomplete inspection occurred at an emergency generator facility that the inspector had never been 
to prior to this inspection.  The incompleteness occurred when the inspector failed to inspect the 
product line and where it went once it was diverted into a trench and left the main room through a 
wall.  SWRCB staff asked the inspector where the generators (not in the main room) were and if 
there were day tanks, sensors, etc. and the inspector could not answer the questions.  When the 
inspector looked at the plot plan at the facility, it was incomplete and the inspector noted this in his 
inspection report.  The other three inspections captured the required UST laws and regulations. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
2. SWRCB recommends that all CUPA inspectors spend more time preparing for an inspection if 

they have never been to the facility.  This preparation will direct the inspector to ask 
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questions and give them the ability to perform a complete inspection.  In addition, this will 
enable the inspector to guide the monitoring certification process and determine if the 
technician has performed a complete test. 

 

3. OBSERVATION: 
3. The CUPA seems to have trouble retaining inspection staff.  Prior to the evaluation, SWRCB 

requested and received a list from the CUPA with the number of inspectors and time on the 
job.  This list included 12 inspectors where three inspectors had six or more years on the job 
and the remaining nine had 14 months or less.  During the evaluation, the CUPA lost two of 
the three senior inspectors leaving them with one senior inspector. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

4. None 
  

4. OBSERVATION: 
5. CUPA staff does not use their Envision database to note and track violation information.  All 

files reviewed by SWRCB in the Envision database showed that inspectors are not using the 
database as it was intended.  When questioning the CUPA about this, the CUPA said it was not 
aware of this function until just recently.  The CUPA has been using the Envision database for 
at least three years. 
 
During the 2011 evaluation, a deficiency was noted that the CUPA was not following up and/or 
documenting return to compliance for businesses cited for violations.  Part of the corrective actions 
was to develop and use an excel spreadsheet to document enforcement, until the automated system 
was updated to Envision Connect.  This spreadsheet is not being used as it was intended.  Staff 
indicates that they have been instructed to look at the last few months of inspections and report 
back the violations noted on inspection reports including violation classification.   
 
The CUPA supervisor provided examples of electronic copies of the spreadsheet that a few of the 
staff use.  However, it is not apparent if staff updates this information on a regular basis.  In addition, 
a review of the spreadsheets provided to SWRCB shows that return to compliance is at times too 
long and in many instance, no return to compliance was indicated.  

RECOMMENDATION: 
SWRCB recommends that the CUPA use the available tools it has to their fullest.  Decade has a 
training program to train staff on the abilities of the Envision database. 

 

5. OBSERVATION: 
One inspector mentioned that on July 15, 2014 he conducted an UST annual compliance inspection at a facility 
with raised sensors.  The SWRCB evaluator explained to him the requirements regarding raised sensors and he 
stated he would put together an enforcement packet and submit to his supervisor. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
SWRCB recommends that the CUPA supervisor follow up on this.   
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6. OBSERVATION: 
During an oversight inspection of the Hazardous Material Business Plan (HMBP) program, the 
inspector conducted a scheduled compliance inspection of a refueling station.  A Field-Based Laptop 
computer was used to efficiently complete required documentation and acquire the facility 
manager’s signature to quickly capture electronically reported data.  The inspector was highly 
prepared with all documentation, and very familiar with the facility’s operations.  Prior to the event, 
the inspector accessed the HMBP information and reviewed the most current on-site employee 
training and inventory documentation.  The inspector was quite thorough throughout the inventory 
verification process and communicated CERS usage and any regulatory concerns with the facility 
manager. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
None. 

 

7. OBSERVATION: 
The Los Angeles Fire Department CUPA recently reorganized from a unit to a section, 
elevating the status of the CUPA within the fire department and making it closer to the 
Bureau decision makers. The CUPA Section is now under new leadership, has added new 
inspectors into the program, and the Administrative Enforcement Order (AEO) program has 
been approved by the Fire Chief and is going to the Board of Fire Commission for final 
approval. In addition, the CUPA now has legal staff and support staff dedicated to this 
program. OSFM anticipates that due to the positive changes, the CUPA will be able to 
implement all program elements more efficiently. OSFM specifically looks forward to the full 
implementation of the APSA program under the new lead APSA inspector and management. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

OSFM recommends that the CUPA continue the positive momentum, and maintain dedicated 
staffing in order to ensure that the APSA program is implemented. 
 

 

8. OBSERVATION: 
Within the last fiscal year, over 1200 business facilities were added to the CUPA’s hazardous 
materials business plan (HMBP) program. The CUPA is implementing measures to increase inspection 
frequencies for these and all facilities in order to comply with it’s I & E plan. The CUPA experienced a 
high turnover of personnel in 2013.  The CUPA conducted extensive hazardous business plan 
inspector’s training for their new inspectors and other fire personnel to conduct HMBP inspections. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Cal OES and OSFM recommend that the CUPA maintain the resources, support and training 
necessary to ensure all inspectors are able to adequately perform their duties and that the CUPA is 
able to maintain and that the CUPA is able to maintain the inspection requirements.  
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9. OBSERVATION: 
The HWG inspection report and checklist developed by the CUPA’s PA does not contain a section for 
an inspector to check off the category of hazardous waste program the facility is regulated under (ex. 
RCRA LQG, LQG, SQG, or CESQG).  While this information is not required, it is important to note so 
inspectors can determine the applicable regulations at the beginning of inspections.  It will also assist 
in reporting RCRA LQG information. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

DTSC recommends that the PA modify its HWG inspection report to include the type of hazardous 
waste facility being inspected.  

 

10. OBSERVATION: 
The PA does not classify all violations as Class 1, Class 2, or minor in its inspection reports.  
Additionally, the PA is not consistently documenting EPA ID numbers on HWG and TP inspection 
reports. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
DTSC recommends that the PA begin classifying violations as Class 1, Class 2, or minor on its 
inspection reports.  The PA may modify its inspection reports to include checkbox columns where 
classifications may be recorded by inspectors.  Documenting violation classifications will allow for 
better efficiency when violation data is entered into the PA’s Envision data management system and 
more effective enforcement. 
 
DTSC further recommends that the PA include EPA ID numbers in reports for all HWG and TP 
inspections. 

 

11. OBSERVATION: 
37 hazardous waste generator facility files were reviewed by DTSC. Files include a facility summary 
sheet, which includes the EPA ID number and the regulatory size of the generator, however the data 
is not always available, or in some cases is not up to date. The inspection reports consist of two 
portions, a section, which is prepared in the field and given to the facility, and an inspection 
summary section that is prepared once the inspector returns back to the office. The inspection 
summary section is written with more detail; in some cases it contains details in regards to the 
observed violations; however this report is not provided to the facilities. The inspection reports 
consistently document consent, and the checklists are filled out.  In the majority of the files 
reviewed, there was enough detail for each violation that outlined the factual basis for the violations 
as well as the corrective actions, but there are some inconsistencies and this process can be 
improved. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

DTSC recommends that the CUPA provide the inspection summary section of the reports to the 
facilities once the inspection reports are finalized. In addition, DTSC recommends that the CUPA 
update their facility summary sheets, and add any missing information. 
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12. OBSERVATION: 
The CUPA does not possess expertise for the hazardous waste generator and tiered permitting 
programs and it is therefore difficult for the CUPA to assess the PA’s performance adequately. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

DTSC recommends that the CUPA acquire the expertise necessary to assess its PAs performance and 
implementation of the hazardous waste generator and tiered permitting program.  CUPA staff should 
consider taking basic hazardous waste training courses at the annual CUPA conference as well as 
more specific instruction in the tiered permitting program in order to become familiar with basic 
processes, which will enable the CUPA to better assess its PA. 

  

13. OBSERVATION: 
During a conference call between CalEPA, DTSC, and the PA, it was agreed that, to accommodate the 
needs of the PA, that DTSC would perform an abbreviated evaluation of the PA.  It was discussed that 
time is of the essence and DTSC would need to have documentation in advance/available during the 
evaluation to enable the evaluators to complete their review in the time allowed.   
 
The CUPA and PA were unable to meet the timeframe necessary to accommodate DTSC’s needs in a 
manner that would facilitate an adequate truncated review.  

RECOMMENDATION: 

DTSC recommends against performing abbreviated evaluations in the future.  DTSC further 
recommends that the CUPA establish a more clear line of communication with its PA, and follow up 
periodically to ensure the CUPA has up to date information.   
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2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

Santa Monica, CA 90405 
 

Matt Hagemann, P.G, C.Hg. 
  (949) 887-9013 

 mhagemann@swape.com 
June 27, 2016 
 
Mr. Jeffrey Lynn 
14625 Tiara Street 
Sherman Oaks, CA  91411 

Subject: Comments on Van Nuys Fire Station 39 Final Environmental Impact Report 
                                                                                                                                                                                                
Dear Mr. Lynn: 
 
We have reviewed the May 2016 Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) and associated appendices, 
as well as the March 2016 Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) and associated appendices for the 
Van Nuys Fire Station 39 Project ("Project") located at 14615 Oxnard Street in Van Nuys, California. The 
City of Los Angeles (City) is proposing to construct a two-story, approximately 18,500-square-foot fire 
station on an approximately 1.2-acre site in the community of Van Nuys in the City of Los Angeles. The 
proposed facility would serve Fire District 39 and would replace the existing Fire Station 39, which is 
located approximately 0.5 miles northeast of the Project site. The existing Fire Station 39, located at 
14415 Sylvan Street, is an approximately 14,000-square-foot building located adjacent to the Van Nuys 
Civic Center.  
 
The FEIR includes responses to comments made in the DEIR, as well as changes made to the DEIR. 
Because the FEIR includes only the changes made to the DEIR, we utilized both the FEIR and DEIR for our 
analysis. Our review concludes that the FEIR fails to adequately evaluate the Project's Hazards and 
Hazardous Waste and Air Quality impacts. As a result, the Project's pollutant emissions are greatly 
underestimated. A revised FEIR should be prepared to adequately assess: (1) the impact potential 
contaminants may have on firefighter health; and (2) the potential impacts the Project may have on 
regional and local air quality using appropriate input parameters.  
 

Hazards and Hazardous Waste 
The FEIR ignores comments made on the DEIR that a thorough investigation of subsurface 
contaminants, including a vapor intrusion evaluation and a health risk assessment, is necessary for the 
protection of firefighter health.  Those comments noted the recommendations made by the Phase II 
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2 
 

Environmental Site Assessment consultant.1  Specifically, the FEIR ignores these recommendations made 
in the Phase II (p. 14): 

1. Assuming that the Site will remain as a commercial/industrial facility and based on the 
limited screening comparison of COPCs from this investigation, an evaluation of the 
potential environmental and human health risk is recommended. Any identified risk 
exceedances should subsequently be addressed. 

2. Based on the results of the geophysical survey, exploratory trenching/potholing should be 
conducted in the vicinity of the subsurface anomalies detected in the northwestern portion 
of the Site to determine if the presence of USTs or other potential structures of 
environmental concern are present at the Site. If any USTs or similar structures are found 
during the subsurface exploratory activities, the appropriate agency notification and closure 
activities should be conducted.  

The need for a risk assessment is even more acute given that a residential scenario that is more 
appropriate for a fire station.   

The FEIR ignores the City’s own consultant’s recommendations made more than six years ago, ample 
time to have completed the risk assessment and the search for the UST or other structures.  The failure 
to have conducted these studies puts firefighters who will be living in a residential scenario, at potential 
risk which is a significant impact.  Without adequate investigation and mitigation, it is reasonably 
foreseeable that volatile organic compounds detected at the site, including tetrachloroethylene (PCE) 
and vinyl chloride, could be released into the fire station, posing a significant health risk to occupants. In 
fact, vinyl chloride was detected in the Phase II investigation at 0.11 μg/L, well above the residential 
California Human Health Screening Levels or CHHSL of 0.028 ug/L as published by the California Office of 
Health Hazard Assessment.2 An exceedance of a CHHSL generally requires further investigation and 
sampling, along with a site-specific risk evaluation. 

The contaminants that were detected in soil vapor in the Phase II ESA can pose significant health risks.  
PCE may reasonably be anticipated to be a human carcinogen3 and vinyl chloride is a known human 
carcinogen.4 These VOCs may move from the soil vapor into the air inside the firefighting station where 
they could concentrate through vapor intrusion, a well-known process where buildings overlie volatile 
organic compounds. 

The FEIR needs to be revised to include a subsurface investigation, to include a vapor intrusion 
evaluation, a health risk assessment under a residential exposure scenario, and a soil investigation that 
probes for a potential underground storage tanks and other structures. The DTSC should be engaged 
under a voluntary cleanup agreement to ensure the adequacy of these investigations.  

                                                           
1 Phase II Environmental Site Assessment, LADWP Oxnard Street Facility, 14651 Oxnard Street, Van Nuys, 
California, October 2010 
2 http://oehha.ca.gov/chhsltable, Table 2 
3 http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/tf.asp?id=264&tid=48  
4 http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/tf.asp?id=281&tid=51  

http://oehha.ca.gov/chhsltable
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/tf.asp?id=264&tid=48
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaqs/tf.asp?id=281&tid=51
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Air Quality 
Unsubstantiated Input Parameters Used to Estimate Project Emissions 
The FEIR relies on emissions calculated from the California Emissions Estimator Model Version 
CalEEMod.2013.2.2 ("CalEEMod").5 CalEEMod provides recommended default values based on site 
specific information, such as land use type, meteorological data, total lot acreage, project type and 
typical equipment associated with project type. If more specific project information is known, the user 
can change the default values and input project-specific values, but CEQA requires that such changes be 
justified by substantial evidence.6 Once all the values are inputted into the model, the Project's 
construction and operational emissions are calculated, and "output files" are generated. These output 
files disclose to the reader what parameters were utilized in calculating the Project's air pollution 
emissions, and make known which default values were changed as well as provide a justification for the 
values selected.7  
 
Review of the FEIR's CalEEMod models, which are located in Appendix D of the FEIR, demonstrate 
inconsistencies between what was modeled and Project information provided in the DEIR and FEIR.  
Therefore, the Project's impact analysis is incorrect and unreliable, and as a result, the FEIR's model 
should be used to determine Project significance. An updated FEIR should be prepared to adequately 
assess the potential impacts that construction and operation of the Project may have on the 
environment.  
 
Incorrect Construction Schedule 
The construction schedule utilized in the FEIR's CalEEMod model is not consistent with Project specific 
information provided in the DEIR. The CalEEMod output files assume that construction will begin in June 
2016 and end in April 2017, lasting approximately 11 months (see excerpt below) (Appendix D, pp. 136). 

 

However, according to the DEIR, "Construction is anticipated to begin in January 2017 and would take 
approximately 20 to 24 months to complete" (p. 4.2-14). Therefore, the CalEEMod model shortened 
construction by approximately half of what was stated in the DEIR. Furthermore, the DEIR also states 
that " it was assumed that the Site Preparation and Site Grading and Excavation phases would occur 
sequentially while Building Construction, Asphalt Paving and Architectural Coatings application would 
occur concurrently" (p. 4.2-17). However, as demonstrated above, emissions were modeled assuming 
each phase is occurring sequentially and not concurrently, which is inconsistent with the DEIR. By 
                                                           
5 CalEEMod website, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
6 CalEEMod User Guide, p. 2, 9, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ 
7 CalEEMod User Guide, p. 7, 13, available at: http://www.caleemod.com/ (A key feature of the CalEEMod 
program is the “remarks” feature, where the user explains why a default setting was replaced by a “user defined” 
value.  These remarks are included in the report.) 

http://www.caleemod.com/
http://www.caleemod.com/
http://www.caleemod.com/
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shortening construction and failing to include the phase overlaps, maximum daily emissions are 
artificially lowered. 

EMFAC2014 Emission Factors Insufficiently Supported  
According to the User Entered Comments in the FEIR's CalEEMod output files, the heavy -heavy duty 
trucks (HHDT) running exhaust emission rates in CalEEMod were revised to reflect EMFAC 2014 emission 
rates (Appendix D, pp. 132, 150, 168). However, the proposed Project does not provide adequate 
sources or support documentation for the EMFAC2014 emission factors utilized in the models.  The 
omission of these sources makes the resulting air pollutant emission estimates unreliable. 

The DEIR states that "because the typical fire trucks that are used are not typical HHDT trucks 
represented in CalEEMod, adjustments were made to the HHDT running exhaust emission factors in 
CalEEMod utilizing "T7 Single" emission rates from EMFAC 2014. The calculations sheets used to adjust 
the fleet mix and running exhaust rates in CalEEMod are provided in Appendix G" (p. 4.2-17). However, 
when we reviewed Appendix G of the DEIR, we found that these calculations were omitted. 
Furthermore, we attempted to compare the EMFAC2014 emission rates utilized in the CalEEMod output 
files with the  EMFAC2014 Emissions Database in an effort to determine which emission factors were 
used.  The EMFAC2014 Emissions Database, however, requires additional information such as vehicle 
category, model year, and speed in order to calculate emission rates.8 Neither the FEIR nor the DEIR 
provide this information, which is critical to determining the correct emission rate. By failing to provide 
both the EMFAC2014 calculations and the input parameters used in the EMFAC2014 Emissions 
Database, the revised HHDT emission rates utilized in the CalEEMod model are not verifiable and are 
therefore unreliable.  

Furthermore, upon closer inspection of the HHDT emission rates used in the CalEEMod models, we 
found that the same rates were applied for annual, winter, and summer. Using the same emission rate 
for annual, winter, and summer is incorrect because fuel composition differences between seasons 
results in differences in fuel Reid Vapor Pressure (RP), which affects evaporative emissions.9 
Additionally, idling emissions vary by season.10 Therefore, using the same emission rates for annual, 
winter, and summer seasons is incorrect. For these reasons, we find that the non-default EMFAC2014 
emission rates utilized in the annual and winter CalEEMod models are incorrect and unreliable.  

For the reasons discussed above, the FEIR's CalEEMod model artificially reduces the Project's 
construction and operational emissions. As a result, an updated model should be prepared that more 
accurately represents the proposed Project's emissions.   

 

 

                                                           
8 http://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2014/ 
9 "EMFAC2014 Volume II- Handbook for Project-level Analyses." California Air Resources Board, p. 9-10, available 
at: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2014/emfac2014-vol2-pl-handbook-052015.pdf 
10 Ibid. 

http://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2014/
http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/downloads/emfac2014/emfac2014-vol2-pl-handbook-052015.pdf
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Sincerely,   

 

Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. 

 

 

Jessie Jaeger 



 
 

 
1640 5th St.., Suite 204 Santa 

Santa Monica, California 90401 
Tel: (949) 887‐9013 

Email: mhagemann@swape.com 
 
Matthew F. Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg., QSD, QSP  

Geologic and Hydrogeologic Characterization 
Industrial Stormwater Compliance 

Investigation and Remediation Strategies 
Litigation Support and Testifying Expert 

CEQA Review 
 

Education: 
M.S. Degree, Geology, California State University Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 1984. 
B.A. Degree, Geology, Humboldt State University, Arcata, CA, 1982. 

 
Professional Certifications: 
California Professional Geologist  
California Certified Hydrogeologist 
Qualified SWPPP Developer and Practitioner 

 
Professional Experience: 
Matt has 25 years of experience in environmental policy, assessment and remediation. He spent nine 
years with the U.S. EPA in the RCRA and Superfund programs and served as EPA’s Senior Science 
Policy Advisor in the Western Regional Office where he identified emerging threats to groundwater from 
perchlorate and MTBE. While with EPA, Matt also served as a Senior Hydrogeologist in the oversight of 
the assessment of seven major military facilities undergoing base closure. He led numerous enforcement 
actions under provisions of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) while also working 
with permit holders to improve hydrogeologic characterization and water quality monitoring. 

 
Matt has worked closely with U.S. EPA legal counsel and the technical staff of several states in the 
application and enforcement of RCRA, Safe Drinking Water Act and Clean Water Act regulations. Matt 
has trained the technical staff in the States of California, Hawaii, Nevada, Arizona and the Territory of 
Guam in the conduct of investigations, groundwater fundamentals, and sampling techniques. 

 
Positions Matt has held include: 

• Founding Partner, Soil/Water/Air Protection Enterprise (SWAPE) (2003 – present); 
• Geology Instructor, Golden West College, 2010 – 2104; 
• Senior Environmental Analyst, Komex H2O Science, Inc. (2000 ‐‐ 2003); 
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• Executive Director, Orange Coast Watch (2001 – 2004); 
• Senior Science Policy Advisor and Hydrogeologist, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1989– 

1998); 
• Hydrogeologist, National Park Service, Water Resources Division (1998 – 2000); 
• Adjunct Faculty Member, San Francisco State University, Department of Geosciences (1993 – 

1998); 
• Instructor, College of Marin, Department of Science (1990 – 1995); 
• Geologist, U.S. Forest Service (1986 – 1998); and 
• Geologist, Dames & Moore (1984 – 1986). 

 
Senior Regulatory and Litigation Support Analyst: 
With SWAPE, Matt’s responsibilities have included: 

• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of over 100 environmental impact reports 
since 2003 under CEQA that identify significant issues with regard to hazardous waste, water 
resources, water quality, air quality, Valley Fever, greenhouse gas emissions, and geologic 
hazards.  Make recommendations for additional mitigation measures to lead agencies at the 
local and county level to include additional characterization of health risks and 
implementation of protective measures to reduce worker exposure to hazards from toxins 
and Valley Fever. 

• Stormwater analysis, sampling and best management practice evaluation at industrial facilities. 
• Manager of a project to provide technical assistance to a community adjacent to a former 

Naval shipyard under a grant from the U.S. EPA. 
• Technical assistance and litigation support for vapor intrusion concerns.  
• Lead analyst and testifying expert in the review of environmental issues in license applications 

for large solar power plants before the California Energy Commission. 
• Manager of a project to evaluate numerous formerly used military sites in the western U.S. 
• Manager of a comprehensive evaluation of potential sources of perchlorate contamination in 

Southern California drinking water wells. 
• Manager and designated expert for litigation support under provisions of Proposition 65 in the 

review of releases of gasoline to sources drinking water at major refineries and hundreds of gas 
stations throughout California. 

• Expert witness on two cases involving MTBE litigation. 
• Expert witness and litigation support on the impact of air toxins and hazards at a school. 
• Expert witness in litigation at a former plywood plant. 

 
With Komex H2O Science Inc., Matt’s duties included the following: 

• Senior author of a report on the extent of perchlorate contamination that was used in testimony 
by the former U.S. EPA Administrator and General Counsel. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of MTBE use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in the development of a comprehensive, electronically interactive chronology 
of perchlorate use, research, and regulation. 

• Senior researcher in a study that estimates nationwide costs for MTBE remediation and drinking 
water treatment, results of which were published in newspapers nationwide and in testimony 
against provisions of an energy bill that would limit liability for oil companies. 

• Research to support litigation to restore drinking water supplies that have been contaminated by 
MTBE in California and New York. 
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• Expert witness testimony in a case of oil production‐related contamination in Mississippi. 
• Lead author for a multi‐volume remedial investigation report for an operating school in Los 

Angeles that met strict regulatory requirements and rigorous deadlines. 
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• Development of strategic approaches for cleanup of contaminated sites in consultation with 
clients and regulators. 

 
Executive Director: 
As Executive Director with Orange Coast Watch, Matt led efforts to restore water quality at Orange 
County beaches from multiple sources of contamination including urban runoff and the discharge of 
wastewater. In reporting to a Board of Directors that included representatives from leading Orange 
County universities and businesses, Matt prepared issue papers in the areas of treatment and disinfection 
of wastewater and control of the discharge of grease to sewer systems. Matt actively participated in the 
development of countywide water quality permits for the control of urban runoff and permits for the 
discharge of wastewater. Matt worked with other nonprofits to protect and restore water quality, including 
Surfrider, Natural Resources Defense Council and Orange County CoastKeeper as well as with business 
institutions including the Orange County Business Council. 

 
Hydrogeology: 
As a Senior Hydrogeologist with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Matt led investigations to 
characterize and cleanup closing military bases, including Mare Island Naval Shipyard, Hunters Point 
Naval Shipyard, Treasure Island Naval Station, Alameda Naval Station, Moffett Field, Mather Army 
Airfield, and Sacramento Army Depot.  Specific activities were as follows: 

• Led efforts to model groundwater flow and contaminant transport, ensured adequacy of 
monitoring networks, and assessed cleanup alternatives for contaminated sediment, soil, and 
groundwater. 

• Initiated a regional program for evaluation of groundwater sampling practices and laboratory 
analysis at military bases. 

• Identified emerging issues, wrote technical guidance, and assisted in policy and regulation 
development through work on four national U.S. EPA workgroups, including the Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum and the Federal Facilities Forum. 

 
At the request of the State of Hawaii, Matt developed a methodology to determine the vulnerability of 
groundwater to contamination on the islands of Maui and Oahu. He used analytical models and a GIS to 
show zones of vulnerability, and the results were adopted and published by the State of Hawaii and 
County of Maui. 

 
As a hydrogeologist with the EPA Groundwater Protection Section, Matt worked with provisions of the 
Safe Drinking Water Act and NEPA to prevent drinking water contamination. Specific activities included 
the following: 

• Received an EPA Bronze Medal for his contribution to the development of national guidance for 
the protection of drinking water. 

• Managed the Sole Source Aquifer Program and protected the drinking water of two communities 
through designation under the Safe Drinking Water Act. He prepared geologic reports, 
conducted public hearings, and responded to public comments from residents who were very 
concerned about the impact of designation. 
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• Reviewed a number of Environmental Impact Statements for planned major developments, 
including large hazardous and solid waste disposal facilities, mine reclamation, and water 
transfer. 

 
Matt served as a hydrogeologist with the RCRA Hazardous Waste program.  Duties were as follows: 

• Supervised the hydrogeologic investigation of hazardous waste sites to determine compliance 
with Subtitle C requirements. 

• Reviewed and wrote ʺpart Bʺ permits for the disposal of hazardous waste. 
• Conducted RCRA Corrective Action investigations of waste sites and led inspections that formed 

the basis for significant enforcement actions that were developed in close coordination with U.S. 
EPA legal counsel. 

• Wrote contract specifications and supervised contractor’s investigations of waste sites. 
 

With the National Park Service, Matt directed service‐wide investigations of contaminant sources to 
prevent degradation of water quality, including the following tasks: 

• Applied pertinent laws and regulations including CERCLA, RCRA, NEPA, NRDA, and the 
Clean Water Act to control military, mining, and landfill contaminants. 

• Conducted watershed‐scale investigations of contaminants at parks, including Yellowstone and 
Olympic National Park. 

• Identified high‐levels of perchlorate in soil adjacent to a national park in New Mexico 
and advised park superintendent on appropriate response actions under CERCLA. 

• Served as a Park Service representative on the Interagency Perchlorate Steering Committee, a 
national workgroup. 

• Developed a program to conduct environmental compliance audits of all National Parks while 
serving on a national workgroup. 

• Co‐authored two papers on the potential for water contamination from the operation of personal 
watercraft and snowmobiles, these papers serving as the basis for the development of nation‐ 
wide policy on the use of these vehicles in National Parks. 

• Contributed to the Federal Multi‐Agency Source Water Agreement under the Clean Water 
Action Plan. 

 
Policy: 
Served senior management as the Senior Science Policy Advisor with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region 9. Activities included the following: 

• Advised the Regional Administrator and senior management on emerging issues such as the 
potential for the gasoline additive MTBE and ammonium perchlorate to contaminate drinking 
water supplies. 

• Shaped EPA’s national response to these threats by serving on workgroups and by contributing 
to guidance, including the Office of Research and Development publication, Oxygenates in 
Water: Critical Information and Research Needs. 

• Improved the technical training of EPAʹs scientific and engineering staff. 
• Earned an EPA Bronze Medal for representing the region’s 300 scientists and engineers in 

negotiations with the Administrator and senior management to better integrate scientific 
principles into the policy‐making process. 

• Established national protocol for the peer review of scientific documents. 
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Geology: 
With the U.S. Forest Service, Matt led investigations to determine hillslope stability of areas proposed for 
timber harvest in the central Oregon Coast Range. Specific activities were as follows: 

• Mapped geology in the field, and used aerial photographic interpretation and mathematical 
models to determine slope stability. 

• Coordinated his research with community members who were concerned with natural resource 
protection. 

• Characterized the geology of an aquifer that serves as the sole source of drinking water for the 
city of Medford, Oregon. 

 
As a consultant with Dames and Moore, Matt led geologic investigations of two contaminated sites (later 
listed on the Superfund NPL) in the Portland, Oregon, area and a large hazardous waste site in eastern 
Oregon.  Duties included the following: 

• Supervised year‐long effort for soil and groundwater sampling. 
• Conducted aquifer tests. 
• Investigated active faults beneath sites proposed for hazardous waste disposal. 

 
Teaching: 
From 1990 to 1998, Matt taught at least one course per semester at the community college and university 
levels: 

• At San Francisco State University, held an adjunct faculty position and taught courses in 
environmental geology, oceanography (lab and lecture), hydrogeology, and groundwater 
contamination. 

• Served as a committee member for graduate and undergraduate students. 
• Taught courses in environmental geology and oceanography at the College of Marin. 

 
Matt taught physical  geology  (lecture  and  lab and introductory geology at Golden  West  College  in 
Huntington Beach, California from 2010 to 2014. 

 
Invited Testimony, Reports, Papers and Presentations: 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Presentation to the Public 
Environmental Law Conference, Eugene, Oregon. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2008.  Disclosure of Hazardous Waste Issues under CEQA.  Invited presentation to U.S. 
EPA Region 9, San Francisco, California. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2005.  Use of Electronic Databases in Environmental Regulation, Policy Making and 
Public Participation.  Brownfields 2005, Denver, Coloradao. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004. Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Nevada and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, Las 
Vegas, NV (served on conference organizing committee). 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Invited testimony to a California Senate committee hearing on air toxins at 
schools in Southern California, Los Angeles. 
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Brown, A., Farrow, J., Gray, A. and Hagemann, M., 2004.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE 
Releases from Underground Storage Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells. 
Presentation to the Ground Water and Environmental Law Conference, National Groundwater 
Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2004.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in Arizona and the Southwestern U.S. Presentation to a meeting of the American Groundwater Trust, 
Phoenix, AZ (served on conference organizing committee). 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River and Impacts to Drinking Water 
in the Southwestern U.S. Invited presentation to a special committee meeting of the National Academy  
of Sciences, Irvine, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 
tribal EPA meeting, Pechanga, CA. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate Contamination of the Colorado River.  Invited presentation to a 
meeting of tribal repesentatives, Parker, AZ. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Impact of Perchlorate on the Colorado River and Associated Drinking Water 
Supplies.  Invited presentation to the Inter‐Tribal Meeting, Torres Martinez Tribe. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  The Emergence of Perchlorate as a Widespread Drinking Water Contaminant. 
Invited presentation to the U.S. EPA Region 9. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  A Deductive Approach to the Assessment of Perchlorate Contamination.  Invited 
presentation to the California Assembly Natural Resources Committee. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2003.  Perchlorate: A Cold War Legacy in Drinking Water.  Presentation to a meeting of 
the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.  Presentation to a 
meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater and an Estimate of Costs to Address 
Impacts to Groundwater.   Presentation to the annual meeting of the Society of Environmental 
Journalists. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of the Cost to Address MTBE Contamination in Groundwater 
(and Who Will Pay).  Presentation to a meeting of the National Groundwater Association. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2002.  An Estimate of Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Underground Storage 
Tanks and the Resulting Impact to Drinking Water Wells.  Presentation to a meeting of the U.S. EPA and 
State Underground Storage Tank Program managers. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   From Tank to Tap: A Chronology of MTBE in Groundwater.   Unpublished 
report. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 2001.   Estimated Cleanup Cost for MTBE in Groundwater Used as Drinking Water. 
Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 2001.  Estimated Costs to Address MTBE Releases from Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks.  Unpublished report. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  and  VanMouwerik,  M.,  1999. Potential W a t e r   Quality  Concerns  Related  
to Snowmobile Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
VanMouwerik, M. and Hagemann, M.F. 1999, Water Quality Concerns Related to Personal Watercraft 
Usage. Water Resources Division, National Park Service, Technical Report. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1999, Is Dilution the Solution to Pollution in National Parks? The George Wright 
Society Biannual Meeting, Asheville, North Carolina. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1997, The Potential for MTBE to Contaminate Groundwater. U.S. EPA Superfund 
Groundwater Technical Forum Annual Meeting, Las Vegas, Nevada. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., and Gill, M., 1996, Impediments to Intrinsic Remediation, Moffett Field Naval Air 
Station, Conference on Intrinsic Remediation of Chlorinated Hydrocarbons, Salt Lake City. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., Fukunaga, G.L., 1996, The Vulnerability of Groundwater to Anthropogenic 
Contaminants on the Island of Maui, Hawaii. Hawaii Water Works Association Annual Meeting, Maui, 
October 1996. 

 
Hagemann, M. F., Fukanaga, G. L., 1996, Ranking Groundwater Vulnerability in Central Oahu, 
Hawaii. Proceedings, Geographic Information Systems in Environmental Resources Management, Air 
and Waste Management Association Publication VIP‐61. 

 
Hagemann,  M.F.,  1994.  Groundwater Ch ar ac te r i z a t i o n  and  Cl ean up a t  Closing  Military  Bases  
in California. Proceedings, California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 

 
Hagemann, M.F. and Sabol, M.A., 1993. Role of the U.S. EPA in the High Plains States Groundwater 
Recharge Demonstration Program. Proceedings, Sixth Biennial Symposium on the Artificial Recharge of 
Groundwater. 

 
Hagemann, M.F., 1993. U.S. EPA Policy on the Technical Impracticability of the Cleanup of DNAPL‐ 
contaminated Groundwater. California Groundwater Resources Association Meeting. 
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Hagemann, M.F., 1992. Dense Nonaqueous Phase Liquid Contamination of Groundwater: An Ounce of 
Prevention... Proceedings, Association of Engineering Geologists Annual Meeting, v. 35. 

 
Other Experience: 
Selected as subject matter expert for the California Professional Geologist licensing examination, 2009‐ 
2011. 
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JESSIE MARIE JAEGER
 

SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE 
 2656 29th Street, Suite 201 

 Santa Monica, California 90405 
 Mobile: (530) 867-6202 

Office: (310) 452-5555 
 Fax: (310) 452-5550 

 Email: jessie@swape.com  
EDUCATION 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES    B.S.  CONSERVATION BIOLOGY & ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES                       JUNE 2014 
 

PROJECT EXPERIENCE 
SOIL WATER AIR PROTECTION ENTERPRISE                              SANTA MONICA, CA 

 AIR QUALITY SPECIALIST                               

SENIOR ANALYST: CEQA ANALYSIS & MODELING                      

• Calculated roadway, stationary source, and cumulative impacts for risk and hazard analyses at proposed land use projects.  
• Quantified criteria air pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions released during construction and operational activities of 

proposed land use projects using CalEEMod and EMFAC2011 emission factors.  
• Utilized AERSCREEN, a screening dispersion model, to determine the ambient air concentrations at sensitive receptor locations. 
• Organized presentations containing figures and tables comparing results of particulate matter analyses to CEQA thresholds.  
• Prepared reports that discuss results of the health risk analyses conducted for several land use redevelopment projects.  

SENIOR ANALYST: GREENHOUSE GAS MODELING AND DETERMINATION OF SIGNIFICANCE                         

• Quantified greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions of a “business as usual” scenario for proposed land use projects using CalEEMod. 
• Determined compliance of proposed projects with AB 32 GHG reduction targets, with measures described in CARB’s Scoping Plan 

for each land use sector, and with GHG significance thresholds recommended by various Air Quality Management Districts in 
California.  

• Produced tables and figures that compare the results of the GHG analyses to applicable CEQA thresholds and reduction targets. 

PROJECT MANAGER:  OFF-GASSING OF FORMALDEHYDE FROM FLOORING PRODUCTS                            

• Determined the appropriate standard test methods to effectively measure formaldehyde emissions from flooring products. 
• Compiled and analyzed laboratory testing data. Produced tables, charts, and graphs to exhibit emission levels.   
• Compared finalized testing data to Proposition 65 No Significant Risk Level (NSRL) and to CARB’s Phase 2 Standard. 
• Prepared a final analytical report and organized supporting data for use as Expert testimony in environmental litigation. 
• Participated in meetings with clients to discuss project strategy and identify solutions to achieve short and long term goals.  

PROJECT ANALYST: EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT OF CONTAMINANTS EMITTED BY INCINERATOR                   

• Reviewed and organized sampling data, and determined the maximum levels of arsenic, dioxin, and lead in soil samples. 
• Determined cumulative and hourly particulate deposition of incinerator and modeled particle dispersion locations using GIS and 

AERMOD.  
• Conducted risk assessment using guidance set forth by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA).  
• Utilized LeadSpread8 to evaluate exposure, and the potential adverse health effects from exposure, to lead in the environment. 
• Compared final results of assessment to the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Regional Screening Levels (RSLs).   

 

ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
• Recipient, Bruins Advantage Scholarship, University of California, Los Angeles                 SEPT 2010 – JUNE 2014 
• Academic Honoree, Dean’s List, University of California, Los Angeles                   SEPT 2013 – JUNE 2014 
• Academic Wellness Director, UCLA Undergraduate Students Associated Council                 SEPT 2013 – JUNE 2014 
• Student Groups Support Committee Member, UCLA Undergraduate Students Associated Council           SEPT 2012 – JUNE 2013 

mailto:jessie@swape.com�


 

 

 

27 June 2016 

 

 

Mr. Jeffrey Lynn 

14625 Tiara Street 

Sherman Oaks, California 91411 

 

 

Subject: Van Nuys Fire Station 39, Los Angeles, California 

  Critique of the DEIR/FEIR Noise Analysis 
 

 

Dear Mr. Lynn: 

 

Wilson Ihrig has practiced exclusively in the field of acoustics since 1966.  During our 50 years 

of operation, we have prepared thousands of noise studies and hundreds of Environmental 

Impact Reports and Statements.  We have also peer-reviewed and critiqued many noise studies.  

Wilson Ihrig has one of the largest technical laboratories in the acoustical consulting industry, 

and we routinely utilize industry-standard acoustical programs such as Environmental Noise 

Model (ENM), Traffic Noise Model (TNM), SoundPLAN, and CadnaA.  In short, we are well 

qualified to prepare environmental noise studies and review studies prepared by others. 

 

In August 2013, we reviewed the Initial Study / Negative Declaration for Van Nuys Fire Station 

39 (W.O. E170094B, May 2013) ("Neg Dec") which concluded that noise from the development 

of this new emergency response facility in your neighborhood "would not be considered a 

significant impact" on you and your neighbors.  We found this conclusion to be incorrect, and 

our review letter presented substantial evidence to the contrary. 

 

In March 2014, we reviewed the brief, three page, report entitled Fire Station 39 Acoustical 

Analysis ("Acoustical Analysis") which was presented to the City Council by the Bureau of 

Engineering on January 10, 2014.  Subsequently, this was used at the basis for an Initial Study / 

Mitigated Negative Declaration for Van Nuys Fire Station 39 (W.O. E170094B, February 2014) 

("IS/MND") for this project.  In our March 2014 letter, we pointed out that both the Acoustical 

Analysis and the IS/MND both ignored the single most significant noise impact of the project – 

sleep disturbance caused by the operation of sirens at all hours of the night.   

 

Having now reviewed the DEIR, we find that the omission of ignoring sleep disturbance has still 

not been corrected.  The DEIR analysis continues to obscure the true noise impact of the 

relocated Fire Station by “hiding” the short but very high siren noise levels behind a time-

averaged metric, the Community Noise Equivalent Level (“CNEL”).  This same tactic was used 

for years by airports dealing with the noise from aircraft in the middle of the night.  The simple, 

common sense notion that people are woken by short, loud noises irrespective of the “average” 
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noise level during the night was finally addressed by the California Court of Appeals, First 

District, Division 2, in its opinion in Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v Board Port of 

Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344.  The opinion held that an environmental impact 

report (EIR) for an airport expansion failed to address adequately the potential disturbance to 

area residents resulting from increased nighttime air cargo operations, and should not have relied 

exclusively on the Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) regardless of the change in noise 

to quiet neighborhoods.  The court found the EIR contained no meaningful analysis of noise 

levels over and above the existing ambient noise level, and failed to adequately assess the 

community reaction to aircraft noise, including sleep disturbance.  It specifically noted that the 

probability of being repeatedly awakened by multiple single-event sounds should have been 

assessed. 

 

As this court opinion clearly affirms, the DEIR for the relocation of Fire Station 39 must 

consider the impact siren noise will have on your and your neighbor’s sleep during the middle of 

the night.  As it has failed to do this, it is inadequate.  In the following section, we present a 

cursory analysis of the maximum noise levels to establish that you and your neighbors may 

expect nightly sleep disturbance if the proposed relocation goes through. 

 

 

Maximum Siren Noise Levels 

 

As we reported previously, a survey of siren noise levels from various manufacturers determined 

that the sound level at 100 ft ranges from 92 to 112 dBA, with the median sound level being 

100 dBA [Potter et al, 1977].  Our own measurements of ambulance and police cars in California 

accord with this value.  The DEIR reports that the average noise level over 17 to 23 seconds 

during EMT and Ladder Truck events were 99 to 100 dBA when measured 30 to 40 feet from the 

source.1  Since the average must necessarily be less than the maximum when a vehicle is driving 

past, we assert that the DEIR’s data is consistent with a reference siren noise level of 100 dBA at 

100 ft.  This is not surprising given that siren noise levels are regulated and fairly standardized.   

 

The DEIR recognizes that the homes on Tiara Street are approximately 100 ft south of the 

proposed Fire Station.  [DEIR at p. 4.7-5]  In response to Comment MRW-11, the FEIR states 

that proposed mitigation measure NOI-1, a 10 ft sound barrier wall, “would reduce fire station 

noise levels by up to 12 dB at residences to the south.”  [FEIR at p. 2-37]  Taking this at face 

value, this would reduce the noise level at the façade of your home to 88 dBA.  In personal 

correspondence with me, you have stated that you and most of your neighbors sleep with their 

windows open and that only about half of the homes on Tiara Street have air conditioning.  For 

you and those that sleep with their windows open, the outdoor-to-indoor attenuation provided by 

the house shell will be on the order of 15 dB.  Therefore, when all is said and done, you may 

expect noise levels on the order of 73 dBA in bedrooms facing Oxnard Boulevard from each 

response vehicle leaving the Fire Station via Oxnard Boulevard. 

 

                                                 
1   The DEIR states that the Fire Truck used a “low frequency” siren during testing which produced a lower noise 

level than the “high frequency” siren used by the EMT and Ladder Truck.  The DEIR states “[t]o simulate worst-

case noise conditions, it was assumed that all response vehicles would use high-frequency sirens while exiting the 

fire station.”  [DEIR at p. 4.7-22].  Hence, we are only relying on the EMT and Ladder Truck data herein. 
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The DEIR states that four of the daily calls expected in 2018 will require all six vehicles at the 

Station to respond [DEIR at p. 4.7-22], and it’s not difficult to image that at least three of these 

will be pulling out of the three bays facing Tiara Street in close proximity.  The combined effect 

of three vehicles with sirens will be 78 dBA in rooms facing Oxnard Boulevard, and this high 

noise levels will persist for some 20 seconds.  Assuming the four calls are distributed equally 

around the clock, as the DEIR does, you may expect, on average, 1.5 disturbances of this 

magnitude per night between the hours of 10 PM and 7 AM. 

 

For the remaining 28 calls in 2018, two vehicles are expected to respond.  Depending on how 

close they are to one another, you may expect sound levels in rooms facing Oxnard Boulevard 

between 73 dBA over roughly 40 seconds to 76 dBA over roughly 20 seconds.  On average, you 

may expect 10.5 disturbances of this magnitude between 10 PM and 7 AM each night. 

 

The figure below shows the results of loud, intermittent noise levels on sleep.  When maximum 

noise levels are between 73 and 78 dBA, there is about a 20% probability of being awaken and a 

50% to 60% probability of having your sleep disturbed.  According to the DEIR, there will be 

roughly 12 events per night with these levels should Fire Station 39 be relocated.2  This 

constitutes a significant impact on your life and that of your neighbors in every sense of the 

word. 

 

 

 
  Alterations of sleep depth and awakenings from intermittent noise 
  (from Griefahn, B., Noise Control During the Night, Acoustics Australia) 
 

                                                 
2   We note that in the original IS/MND for this project, the traffic consultant determined that there would be 108 

outbound emergency trips per day.  [IS/MND, Appendix E]  In the DEIR, this has been cut to 80 trips.  [DEIR, 

Appendix E].  If the actual number is closer to 108, you may expect about 16 disruptions per night. 

Alterations of 
sleep depth 

Induced 
awakenings 



WILSON, IHRIG & ASSOCIATES, INC. 4 Van Nuys Fire Station 39 

  Critique of DEIR/FEIR Noise Analysis 

 

 

It must be recognized that the audible warning devices from fire trucks, ambulances, and police 

cars are exempt from the Municipal Code limits for understandable reasons of safety [LAMC 

114.04], but our purpose here is to call attention to the fact that moving Fire Station 39 to a 

location directly across the street from homes on Tiara Street will result in significant, if 

unavoidable, noise impacts to you and your neighbors.  This is precisely the sort of impact that 

the DEIR is supposed to elucidate, but it has failed to do so. 

 

 

Conclusion 
 

One of the characteristic elements of an emergency response vehicle is a loud siren used to 

audibly warn other motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians of the vehicle's approach – often at high 

speeds and in a manner that does not conform with standard traffic laws and norms.  This is done 

for the safety of all.  One of the ramifications of siren use, however, is an elevated level of noise 

exposure to people living near the emergency response facility. 

 

In this letter, we have demonstrated using the project's own DEIR data that siren noise from the 

proposed Van Nuys Fire Station 39 would result in significant sleep disturbance for residents of 

Tiara Street even with the inclusion of the proposed sound barrier wall.  Per the California Court 

of Appeals ruling in the Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay case, the preparers of the DEIR were 

obligated to conduct this analysis and not entitled to rely exclusively on the 24-hour average 

CNEL metric which obscures the effect of short, loud noises on sleep quality. 

 

The correct conclusion to be drawn from a proper CEQA analysis of the noise from this project 

is that it will result in a significant, unavoidable noise impact for you and your neighbors. 

 

 

*                         *                    *                    *                         * 

 

Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions about our review of the DEIR or require 

additional assistance with this project. 

 

Very truly yours, 

 

WILSON, IHRIG & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

 

 

 

Derek L. Watry 

Principal 
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DEREK L. WATRY, M.S. 
 

 

Experience 
 

Wilson, Ihrig & Associates, Inc.  (1992 to Present) 

Principal 

Mr. Watry is experienced in all aspects of environmental acoustics, including noise 

measurement and prediction, regulatory analysis, environmental impact assessment, and noise 

control design.  He is well versed in the requirements of CEQA, and has both prepared and 

critiqued many environmental noise studies.  Over the past 18 years, he has conducted 

numerous construction, traffic, HVAC, and industrial equipment noise projects, and has 

extensive experience with construction noise and vibration monitoring. 

 

University of California, Berkeley  (1988 - 1992) 

Graduate Student, Research and Teaching Assistant 

Teaching Assistant for "Fundamentals of Acoustics" course 

 

 

Education 
M.S. (1991) in Mechanical Engineering, University of California at Berkeley 

B.S. (1988) in Mechanical Engineering, University of California at San Diego 

M.B.A. (2000), Saint Mary's College of California, Moraga 

 

 

Professional Associations 
Member, Acoustical Society of America 

Member, National Council of Acoustical Consultants 

 

 

Academic Distinctions 
Summa Cum Laude, Saint Mary's College of California  (2000) 

National Science Foundation Fellowship Recipient  (1988 - 1991) 

Summa Cum Laude, University of California, San Diego  (1988) 

 

 

Representative Projects 
 

Patterson Ranch EIR, Fremont 

Noise section of EIR for 428 acre project that included residential, educational, religious, 

community recreation, and commercial land uses. 
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Mare Island Dredged Material Disposal Facility EIR, Vallejo 

EIR noise study for proposed disposal facility to be built next to residential neighborhood. 

 

Silva Ranch Annexation EIR, King City 

EIR noise study for development of new, large, primarily residential, district on the outskirts of 

King City. 

 

525 Golden Gate Avenue Demolition, San Francisco 

Noise and vibration monitoring and consultation during the demolition of multi-story office 

building next to Federal, State, and Municipal Court buildings in San Francisco. 

 

Tyco Electronics Annual Noise Compliance Study, Menlo Park 

Conducted annual noise compliance monitoring for Tyco Electronics in 2009 and 2010.  

Provided letter critiquing the regulatory requirements and recommending improvements. 

 

Safeway Redevelopment, Sunnyvale 

Noise study of store redevelopment including loading dock, trash compactor, parking lot, and 

rooftop HVAC equipment. 

 

Safeway Redevelopment, Los Altos 

Noise study of store redevelopment including loading dock, trash compactor, rooftop parking lot, 

rooftop HVAC equipment, and Foothill Expressway traffic noise. 

 

Central Park Apartments Noise Study, Mountain View 

Noise study for new residential building development.  Major noise sources included Central 

Expressway and Caltrain. 

 

465 N. Whisman Road, Mountain View 

Noise control among suites in a low-rise office complex. 

 

Caltrain Centralized Equipment Maintenance and Operations Facility, San Jose 

Noise study of impacts for new maintenance and operations facility built next to existing 

residential neighborhood.  Included analysis of 16 ft sound barrier wall. 

 

Conoco-Phillips Refinery Noise Control, Rodeo 

Environmental noise study and assessment of refinery noise at residential neighborhood. 

 

Groth Winery HVAC Sound Barrier, Oakville 

Design of sound barriers to control noise from rooftop HVAC equipment. 

 

Dahl Booster Pump Station, Palo Alto 

Design of sound barrier and specification of mufflers for pump station equipment. 
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