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April 10, 2002

Richard Masyczek, Planning Director

City of Hemet

445 E. Florida Avenue

Hemet, CA 92543

Dear Mr. Masyczek:

Initial Study for Conditional Use Permit No. 01-06,

Church Project, City of Hemet

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 Mitigated Negative Declaration.

Please provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final (Mitigated) 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 Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Transportation Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely

Mike A. Nazemi

Planning Manager

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment

SS: CB

RVC020319-01

Control Number

Initial Study for Conditional Use Permit No. 01-06,

Church Project, City of Hemet

1. On page 4 of the Environmental Checklist, the lead agency simply states that the project would not obstruct the implementation of the air quality plan.  It also goes on to state that the impacts of growth in Hemet were taken into account during the preparation of the Air Quality Management Plan, and that the project complies with the General Plan.  The Checklist, however, does not provide any data or analysis to demonstrate that the proposed project emissions will not be significant. Without providing a quantitative analysis of potential emissions from construction using the methodologies in the 1993 AQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook) or other approved methodologies, the lead agency has not demonstrated that the project’s air quality impacts are not significant.

2. The lead agency has also not quantified operational air quality impacts and, therefore, has not demonstrated that operational air quality impacts will not be significant.  Please note that simply relying on the General Plan is not sufficient to demonstrate that a project will or will not have significant air quality impacts.

3. The Checklist states on page 4 that particulates, mainly in the form of fugitive dust, will be generated by construction activities.  It goes on to state that "Standard City conditions will be placed on the project that require the contractor to keep the site watered during grading/building in order to reduce the dust generated on the site."  The AQMD recommends that the lead agency calculate project emissions and evaluate them against the appropriate significance thresholds and present the results in the final Mitigated Negative Declaration.  If quantification of emissions reveals that the project’s emissions exceed the established significance thresholds, then specific mitigation measures must be required by the lead agency to reduce those emissions to less than significance.

