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Mr. Anthony Witt

Claremont Redevelopment Agency

207 Harvard Avenue

Claremont, CA 91711-0880

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Village Redevelopment Project, Amendment No. 6 (Claremont Consolidated Redevelopment Project Area)

Dear Mr. Witt:

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 EIR.  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

Alene Taber

Planning Manager

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for The Village Redevelopment Project, Amendment No. 6 (Claremont Consolidated

Redevelopment Project Area)

1. The construction activity emissions shown in Table 7 on page 22 of the DEIR are the same as those shown in the last table in Appendix C.  Although the project proposes to construct 33 single-family dwelling units on 2.2 acres, the last table in Appendix C assumes zero single-family dwelling units.  In other words, the construction emissions reported in the DEIR reflect no construction of single-family dwelling units.  Please explain in the final EIR why, in estimating construction activity emissions, the model does not take into consideration the construction of the proposed 33 single-family dwelling units.

2. Table 8 on page 24 of the Draft EIR shows both the existing operational emissions as well as the estimated future operational emissions of the proposed project.  The existing and future operational emissions both exceed the significance thresholds for all the four criteria pollutants, according to Table 8.  Further, with the exception of particulate matter emissions, the three other pollutants exceed the significance thresholds for even the estimated net change in emissions.  In spite of these numbers, the DEIR concludes on page 23 that none of the estimated emissions exceeds the significance thresholds.  Please explain the discrepancy.

3. The fifth paragraph on page 23 of the DEIR states, “an analysis…found that upon full implementation, the proposed project will have an overall net reduction in air pollutant emissions compared to estimated emissions associated with the current conditions scenario.”  Please note that though the emissions from the proposed project will be less than emissions from the existing conditions, since the reduced emissions still exceed the significance thresholds, the lead agency is required to ensure the implementation of measures to reduce the emissions below the significance thresholds.  Refer to Chapter 11 of the AQMD 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook (the Handbook) for an extensive list of mitigation measures from which the lead agency could select for implementation.  Though the “ongoing implementation of the air quality management plan” reduces regional air pollutant emissions, CEQA requires that the air quality impacts of individual projects are mitigated to the fullest extent possible by project proponents working with the lead agency.

4. Additionally, the existing operational emissions shown in Table 8 of the DEIR differ from those given in the URBEMIS7G model printouts in Appendix C:  There are 300.8 pounds per day for reactive organic gases versus 286.7 ppd in the Appendix, 747.7 pounds per day for nitrogen oxides versus 606.6 ppd in the Appendix, and 2,258 pounds per day of carbon monoxide versus 2,197.7 ppd in the Appendix.  Please explain in the final EIR why there are these discrepancies.

5. Table 14 on page 58 shows two intersections whose level of service will remain at level F between now and 2010.  However, the level of service at Arrow Highway and Indian Hill Avenue is projected to deteriorate from C to F between now and 2010.  This major drop in service from level C to F implies that the potential for CO hot spots at this intersection is quite high.  This impact would indicate that a CO hot spots analysis may be warranted.  See Chapter 5 of the Handbook for a discussion on analyzing CO hot spots.

