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September 12, 2000

Mr. Ronald J. Kosinski, Chief

Office of Environmental Planning

Department of Transportation (Caltrans)

120 S. Spring Street

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Notice of Intent to Adopt Negative Declaration for the Proposed I-5 HOV 134 to 118 Lane Improvement Project, Cities of Burbank, Glendale and Los Angeles  – Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 7

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 Negative Declaration.

Please provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the adoption of the Final Negative Declaration. 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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September 12, 2000

Office of Environmental Planning

Notice of Intent to Adopt Negative Declaration for the Proposed I-5 HOV 134 to 118 Lane Improvement Project, Cities of Burbank, Glendale and Los Angeles  – Department of Transportation (Caltrans) District 7

1. In the Environmental Significance checklist of the Draft Initial Study/Environmental Assessment (DIS/EA) on page 31, questions 17 &19 are listed as having a “no effect” determination with a discussion on pages 36-37 to further clarify the determination of  “no significant effect.” Although the DIS/EA includes CO microscale modeling analyses for traffic impacts and reviews local historical air quality data for PM10 emissions, the lead agency has not adequately demonstrated the finding of no significant air quality impacts for this specific project. Missing from the analysis are peak daily mass emission estimates for construction and operational activities including increased traffic through the proposed interchange area. Without quantitative information on these other project activities, the lead agencies have not demonstrated that air quality impacts will exceed the significance criteria identified in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook.

Before approving the final negative and preparing a FONSI or EIS, the SCAQMD recommends that, at the very least, construction scenarios be developed and mass daily emissions be calculated. The actual technical detail, including equations used, assumptions, etc., could be included in a technical appendix and summarized in the text. The emission calculations could be summarized in a table showing the projected emissions, the control efficiencies of the proposed mitigation measures if necessary, emissions reduced and remaining emissions. The estimated emissions then need to be compared with the peak daily thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD, which are described in Chapter 6 of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook or thresholds of significance adopted by the lead agency and supported by substantial evidence. It is only after emissions from the project are estimated and compared to the recommended significance threshold that conclusions regarding air quality significance can be made.

2. On page 14, Section 3-3, Hazardous Waste, and on pages 34-35 in the Discussion of Environmental Evaluation, the DIS/EA describes soil excavation that has the potential to be classified as a hazardous waste. The lead agency is reminded that, if soil is contaminated by hydrocarbon contaminants, contaminated sites would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 1166 and that compliance should be referenced in the Final DIS/EA. Page 22 also references potential asbestos removal, which is covered under SCAQMD Rule 1403. 

