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April 14, 2000

Eric C. Hartman

City of Los Angeles

Department of Water and Power

P. O. Box 111, Room 1348

Los Angeles, CA 90051-0100

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Stone-Encino Water Quality Improvement Project, Santa Monica Mountains

SCH # 1999111126

Dear Mr. Hartman:

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-mentioned document.  The following comments are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency and should be incorporated in the Final Environmental Impact Report.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report.  The AQMD would be happy to work with the Lead Agency to address these issues and any other questions that may arise.  Please contact Dr. Charles Blankson, Transportation Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA Section

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Stone-Encino Water Quality Improvement Project (SCH # 1999111126

1. Table 7A-6 on pages 7A-22 through 7A-26 of the DEIR gives a detailed breakdown of daily construction emissions estimates from the various sections or elements of the proposed project.  Footnote 1 describes how the maximum daily construction emissions are derived.  The maximum daily emissions estimates shown in this set of tables are, however, different from those shown in Table 7A-8 on page 7A-28.  Please explain this discrepancy.

2. The first bullet statement on page 7A-27 as well as Table 7A-8 on page 7A-28 indicate that construction emissions of NOX and PM10 would exceed the AQMD construction significance thresholds for those criteria pollutants.  The maximum daily emissions estimates shown in Table 7A-6 on page 7A-24 show only the NOX emissions exceeding the AQMD significance threshold.  Please explain the discrepancy.

3. According to the footnotes to Tables 7A-6 and 7A-7: “Calculations assumed that service and haul roads would be paved and that disturbed areas would be watered regularly.”  This implies the application of some mitigation measures to reduce particularly PM10 emissions during project construction.  In Appendix D of the DEIR, in all the tables showing construction emissions, excavation and grading activities are shown to generate 13.2 pounds of PM10 per acre per day, with the explanatory note stating “SCAQMD CEQA Handbook with 50% control.”  This also implies the application of PM10 mitigation measures.  However, it is not clear from the above whether the other pollutant emissions, i.e., CO, ROC, NOX and SOX, shown in Table 7A-6, are also post mitigation estimates.  To confuse the issue further, the mitigation measures listed on page 7A-32 include the following: “Fugitive dust would be mitigated by applying water at least twice daily,…After clearing, grading, earth-moving or excavation is completed, the entire area of disturbed soil would be treated…(through) watering, revegetating or spreading soil binders, etc.”.  These mitigation measures are to be implemented in addition to other dust reducing measures.  The DEIR does not show anywhere how the application of the NOX and PM10 mitigation measures listed on page 7A-32 would reduce those individual emissions.  To avoid the confusion, it is suggested that two sets of tables be presented: the first set showing maximum daily construction emissions before mitigation, and the second set showing post-mitigation emissions, along with the control efficiencies where available.  These two sets of tables will show the magnitude of the residual emissions.  Alternatively, when identifying mitigation measures and their control efficiencies, it would be helpful to summarize this information in a table format to identify each mitigation measure, its control efficiency, emissions reduced and remaining emissions.

4. In Appendix D, it is noted in the footnotes that the daily tailpipe emissions used in calculating construction emissions are derived from Air Resources Board’s URBEMIS5.  The DEIR does not explain why the URBEMIS5 factors are used.  Please note that the mobile source emission factors used in URBEMIS5 are based on EMFAC7F emission factors.  The EMFAC7F factors have since been superceded by more current emission factors in EMFAC7G and MVEI7G.  Current emission factors have been demonstrated to be generally higher than those used in previous models, thus it is most likely that using the old emission factors would underestimate construction emissions.  In the Final EIR and for future projects, it is recommended that URBEMIS7G be used to estimate both construction and operational emissions.

5. Regarding operational emissions, it is stated on page 7A-30 of the DEIR that “the emissions were estimated using methods defined in the AQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook).”  It would be helpful to the public if the lead agency would specify in the text which specific methodologies, i.e., chapter and page, in the Handbook that were used.  In Appendix D of the DEIR, several operational scenarios are presented with their respective emissions estimates.  Are these project alternatives?  Is the preferred scenario the environmentally superior alternative?  Please clarify in the Final EIR the rationale for selecting the preferred scenario.

6. In comparing Table 14A on page 14A-14 with Table 14A-9 on page 14A-26, it is clear that between 1998 and 2001, the level of service at intersections close to the project site will remain congested or worsen with or without the proposed project.  It should be noted that even without the proposed project, two intersections will remain congested at level F and one intersection at level E during the a.m. peak hour.  During the same a.m. peak hour, the level of service will deteriorate from C to D at one intersection, and from D to E at a second intersection.  For the p.m. peak hour, one intersection deteriorates from E to F and another remains at F even without the proposed project.  According to the CMA data on page 14A-25, the project is expected to temporarily have a significant impact at five intersections during the a.m. and p.m. peak traffic periods.  These impacts would occur during construction.  Given that construction is projected to last up to 2.5 years, the potential for CO hot spots is quite high.  The impacts at these intersections would indicate that a CO hot spots analysis for these intersections may be warranted.  See Chapter 5 of the Handbook for a discussion on analyzing CO hot spots.

7. On page 14A-29, the DEIR identifies the peak traffic hours in the project area as between 7:00 and 8:00 a.m. and 4:00 and 5:00 p.m.  However, the lead agency proposes a start time at 7:00 a.m. for construction workers as a means to reduce potential impact from morning peak-hour vehicle trips.  Since the morning peak hour traffic starts at 7:00 a.m., construction worker commute trips would continue to contribute to traffic congestion at the intersections near the project area.  Please revise this measure.

