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June 20, 2002

Mr. Jasch Janowicz, Environmental Analyst

Department of Planning and Community Service

City of Agoura Hills

30001 Ladyface Court

Agoura Hills, CA 91302

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 26.49-Acre Corporate Point Commercial Office Project – City of Agoura Hills

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,

Mike A. Nazemi





Planning Manager





Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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June 20, 2002

Environmental Analyst

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 26.49-Acre Corporate Point Commercial Office Project – City of Agoura Hills

1. In Chapter 7 page 6 paragraph one, the amount of pounds per hour of PM10 generated by dirt or debris pushing operations is listed as “21 8”, as taken from the District’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook) A9-92. The correct amount is 21.8 pounds per hour of PM10 for dirt or debris pushing operations. On page 10, the “1 2 tons” figure should probably be 1.2 tons too.

2. In Chapter 7 page 6 paragraph one, unmitigated fugitive dust emissions from grading operations are estimated at approximately 348.8 pounds per day with a mitigated estimate of 104.64 pounds per day. These unmitigated and mitigated totals do not agree with the modeled results listed in the unmitigated estimates for PM10 emissions from site grading in Table 7.2 on page 5 and the mitigated estimate for site grading described in Table 7.4 on page 11. The Final EIR should clarify and reconcile these differences so that the emission estimate methodologies are consistent with the totals in Tables 7.2 and 7.4.

3. In Chapter 7 page 6 paragraph one, the lead agency uses a 70 percent reduction of fugitive dust based on “standard dust control techniques.” Normally, 50 percent control efficiency is generally within the range of control efficiencies identified on pages 8 and 9 by the lead agency in Section 7.4 (Mitigation Measures for Construction Operations). The Lead Agency should therefore use the lowest control efficiency in the range taken from Chapter 11 of the Handbook unless a higher control efficiency can be justified (i.e., watering three times daily rather than twice daily, etc.).

4. In Chapter 7 page 11 the last paragraph states, in part “Table 4 (Table 7.4 Estimated Mitigated Air Pollutant Emissions) lists predicted project emissions with incorporation of mitigation measures contained within the URBEMIS 7G Air Quality Modeling Program. The additional measures included in Section 7.4 will significantly reduce project emissions below the concentrations listed in Table 4.”

In the Final EIR, Table 4 should also include the actual reductions from the control efficiencies applied (including the measures from Section 7.4) and then should demonstrate mitigation below the daily threshold. Currently, Table 4 shows that short-term emissions are still significant compared with the NOx daily threshold of 100 pounds per day. This is inconsistent with the statement on page 6 under Nitrogen Oxides that states, in part “the incorporation of the proposed mitigation measures contained in Section 7.4 into the proposed grading program, NOx emissions could be reduced to less than significant levels (a Class II impact).”
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June 20, 2002

Environmental Analyst

Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Proposed 26.49-Acre Corporate Point Commercial Office Project – City of Agoura Hills

If, after applying the mitigation measures listed in Section 7.4 of the Draft EIR, the lead agency’s estimate for short-term daily emissions for NOx is still significant, then other feasible measures might have to be considered or the lead agency might have to reconsider the statement in Chapter 7 page 6-7 that NOx emissions could be reduced to less than significant levels. The lead agency might then have to consider adopting a statement of overriding considerations for the exceedance of the daily NOx emissions threshold.

5. The Summary of Volume to Capacity Ratios and Levels of Service AM and PM Peak Hour table dated June 6, 2000 in Chapter 12 page 11 lists “Year 2000 W/Fair Share Mitigation” in column six. Since the other projections for columns 2-5 project to year 2002, the Final EIR should confirm the year that the V/C ratios and LOS are projected for in column six.

6. In Chapter 18 page 10 of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan number 32., reference is made to the Construction Supervisor preparing a dust control plan for review and approval by the lead agency. In the Final EIR, reference should also be made with regards to compliance with AQMD Rule 402 – Nuisance and Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust.

