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March 22, 2000

Mr. David Bobardt, Senior Planner 

City of Glendale, Planning Division

633 E. Broadway, Room 103

Glendale, CA 91206

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 238-Acre

Oakmont View Phase V Project: City of Glendale

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 into 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 adoption 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 Gordon Mize, Transportation Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3302, if you have any questions regarding these comments.





Sincerely,

Steve Smith, Ph.D.





Program Supervisor, CEQA Section
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March 22, 2000

Senior Planner

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 238-Acre

Oakmont View Phase V Project: City of Glendale

1. On page 5.1-10, the DEIR states that “Suspended dust from grading of the decomposed granite soil is estimated to have a PM10 content of 5 percent” but the source of the 5 percent PM10 emissions factor was not identified. Upon further research, the AQMD is still unable to corroborate the 5 percent figure at this time. Normally, a figure of 50 percent of the total suspended particulate matter, by weight, is of PM10 size or less (Rule 403 Implementation Handbook, 1-1 January 1999). As a result, fugitive dust PM10 is substantially underestimated for the proposed project. In the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), the 50 percent emissions factor for grading, cut and fill operations, etc., should be used to calculate the PM10 emissions from those operations that involve disturbing the soil unless other emission factors can be substantiated and the reference for the source provided.

2. Based on the equation in the third paragraph on page 5.1-10, it appears that the suspended dust figure is solely for grading but paragraph three on page 5.1-10 also describes excavation. In the FEIR, please indicate whether or not grading, excavation and any other dust generating activities (e.g., cut and fill operations) occur sequentially or concurrently. If the different dust generating activities occur concurrently, the emissions from all PM10 dust generating activities need to be calculated and added together in the appropriate row and column of Table 5.1-5.

3. On page 5.1-17, the first sentence of the last paragraph states in part, “The following mitigation measures are recommended to reduce the amount of dust that drifts onto adjacent properties…” First, the mitigation measures should be required by the lead agency, not recommended. Second, pursuant to AQMD Rule 403, a person is prohibited from allowing visible dust in the atmosphere beyond the property line of the emission source.

4. Mitigation measure AQ-1(a) on page 5.1-18 states in part, “If the construction site is graded and left undeveloped for over three weeks, the applicant shall employ the following methods immediately to inhibit dust generation:” The lead agency should not allow the project applicant to wait three weeks to apply dust control measures to inactive disturbed sites. Inactive sites should be watered on a daily basis when there is evidence of wind-driven fugitive dust or dust suppressants should be applied in sufficient quantity and frequency to maintain a stabilized surface. 

5. Pursuant to AQMD Rule 403, mitigation measure AQ 1(e) should be modified to delete the phrase “for more than two days.”
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Senior Planner

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 238-Acre

Oakmont View Phase V Project: City of Glendale

6. Since it appears that the lead agency has underestimated fugitive PM10  emissions, the lead agency should require additional measures to mitigate construction impacts including, but not limited to the following:

11. Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible

12. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials should be covered or should maintain at least two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between top of the load and the top of the trailer) in accordance with the requirements of CVC Section 23114,

13. Apply water more than two times daily (as necessary), or non-toxic soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications, to all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces,

14. Pave construction roads that have a traffic volume of more than 50 daily trips by construction equipment, 150 total daily trips for all vehicles,

15. Pave all construction access roads at least 100 feet on to the site from the main road,

16. Remove all visible roadway dust tracked out upon public roadways at the conclusion of each day, etc.

17. For additional mitigation measures for construction impacts, see Chapter 11, of the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook).
7. In the last paragraph on page 5.1-19, the lead agency concludes that by incorporating the mitigation measures identified on pages 5.1-18 and 5.1-19, “Dust emissions would be reduced below SCAQMD significance thresholds for the proposed project and all alternatives…” First, the lead agency has provided no quantitative support for its conclusion that fugitive dust emissions will not exceed the SCAQMD’s recommended significance thresholds. This is particularly important given that the lead agency may have substantially underestimated fugitive dust emissions. For the FEIR, it is recommended that the lead agency prepare a table that shows emissions from all emissions sources and lists all mitigation measures along with their control efficiencies, if available. Mitigation measure control efficiencies, where available, can be found in Chapter 11 or the Appendix to Chapter 11 of the Handbook.

Mr. David Bobardt,


-3-



March 22, 2000

Senior Planner

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 238-Acre

Oakmont View Phase V Project: City of Glendale

The table should show remaining emissions after taking into consideration the control efficiencies of the various mitigation measures and  then compare them to the significance thresholds.

8. The last paragraph on page 5.1-19 also states, “Measure AQ-1(i) would be sufficient to reduce NOx emissions associated with the construction of Alternative 4 to at or below SCAQMD’s daily and quarterly NOx emissions thresholds.” Based on the number and types of construction equipment to be used on a daily basis and based on the daily emission factors for each type of construction equipment, NOx emissions would continue to exceed the SCAQMD’s daily significance threshold for NO2.

9. In the last paragraph on page 5.1-7, it is stated that, “The City has not adopted the pounds/day emission threshold suggested by the SCAQMD in the [CEQA] Air Quality Handbook to determine significance of operations. These thresholds were based largely on stationary source emissions rather than the dispersed pollutant emissions associated with mobile sources…” Although it is correct that the mass daily emission thresholds do not address localized impacts from mobile sources, for example, they do address regional impacts from all emissions sources from a project. For example, both NOx and VOC emissions contribute to ozone formation, which is a pollutant of regional concern. As a result, it doesn’t matter whether or not NOx and VOC emissions are emitted from stationary or mobile sources. As a result, the mass daily significance thresholds would be applicable to this project. The SCAQMD, therefore, concurs with the lead agency’s decision to use the significance thresholds recommended by the SCAQMD for the reason stated, “However, attainment may not occur as forecasted by the AQMP, and the Plan does not include a set date for attainment of the State ambient air quality standards for particulates or ozone.” It should be noted that the AQMP referenced in this paragraph is the 1997, not 1987. 

10. Although the mass daily significance thresholds in the AQMD’s Handbook are recommendations, if the City Council rejects using these thresholds, the SCAQMD strongly recommends against using a consistency determination to determine project-specific air quality impacts. Instead alternate daily significance thresholds should be developed. Therefore, it is recommended that the lead agency reevaluate its determination that operational air quality inputs are insignificant as noted on page 5.1-14 since this relies on a consistency determination with the Local General Plan.

