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July 23, 2004

Mr. Larry Ross

County of Riverside

Planning Department

4080 Lemon Street, 9th Floor

P. O. Box 1409,

Riverside, CA 92502-1409

Dear Mr. Ross:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for

The Renaissance Ranch Specific Plan

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 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 SCAQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report.  The SCAQMD 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., Air Quality Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely

Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor, CEQA Section

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources

Attachment

SS: CB

RVCO40609-07

Control Number

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for

The Renaissance Ranch Specific Plan: Riverside County

1. 2003 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP):
Under the discussion of air quality management in Appendix E, the lead agency mentions on page 2 the adoption of the 1997 AQMP with the 1999 Amendments by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in 1999.  The lead agency states that the SCAQMD and SCAQ are currently in the process of preparing a 2001 AQMP.   Please note that there was no 2001 AQMP.  Rather, the 2003 AQMP was adopted by the Governing Board on August 1, 2003.  The 2003 AQMP was approved by the CARB in October 2003, and submitted to U.S. EPA for approval.  The lead agency may wish to reflect this current information in the Final EIR.
2. Emission factors:
On page II-72 of the DEIR, it is stated that emissions rates for employee vehicle trips and heavy truck operations were obtained from EMFAC2000 computer program.  Please note that EMFAC 2002 is currently available and reflects current emission factors for on-road mobile sources.  Emission factors for some pollutants from EMFAC 2002 have been demonstrated to be higher than the factors in earlier versions.  It is therefore likely that the emissions from employee vehicles and heavy trucks may be underestimated.  It is recommended that the lead agency recalculate the mobile source emissions using emission factors from EMFAC 2002 for the Final EIR. 


3. PM10 Emissions :
The lead agency claims on page 9 of Appendix E, Air Quality Impact Analysis, that “For the proposed project, 1,510 pounds per day of PM10 are not significant when compared with the total average annual of 416 tons per day of particulate matter currently released in the South Coast Air Basin.”  This type of rationale to determine insignificance (i.e., because pollutant emissions are already bad so incremental additions can be treated as minor) was rejected by the court in Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (5th Dist. 1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692 [270 Cal.Rptr. 650].  In this case, in reference to ozone precursor emissions, the court stated that this approach for determining insignificance was flawed.  As the court explained, “[t]he EIR’s analysis uses the magnitude of the current ozone problem in the air basin in order to trivialize the project’s impacts.”  Therefore, please delete the statement about PM10 emissions not being significant.
4. Operational Emissions:
On page 14 of Appendix E, it is stated that emission factors from EMFAC 2002 were used to calculate vehicular emissions.  However, the operational emissions table in the attachment to Appendix E lists MVEI7G and BURDEN7G as the sources for the emission factors used in the calculations.  Although the BURDEN model can be used to derive on-road mobile source emission factors, BURDEN2002 is CARB’s currently approved model, not BURDEN7G.  Alternatively, emission factors from EMFAC 2002 could also be used to calculate emissions from on-road mobile sources.  Please recalculate the vehicular emissions using either BURDEN2002 or EMFAC 2002 emission factors for the Final EIR.  

5. Residential Units:
In the Project Summary on page I-1 and also in Table I.B-1 on page I-51, it is shown that the project consists of the constructing 377 single-family residential units.  On page 14 of Appendix E, it is stated that the project will consist of 404 single-(family) residential units.  Please correct this discrepancy since the number of houses built will determine the number of vehicle trips that will be generated and consequently the quantity of emissions at buildout.

6. Consistency with AQMP:
Section 15125 of the State CEQA Guidelines requires that lead agencies demonstrate that proposed projects are consistent with the region’s growth forecasts as well as the region’s air quality plans.  The lead agency correctly identified the two criteria used in consistency analysis in the discussion on page 15 of Appendix E.  The air quality considerations (Criterion 1) are adequately addressed by the lead agency.  However, the lead agency does not adequately deal with Criterion 2, relating to the project conforming to the assumptions in the local general plans.  The lead agency has not demonstrated that the project would not generate population and employment growth that would exceed Southern California Association of Government’s growth forecasts for the region.  One test of this criterion is whether the population growth projections and population buildout for the project area are consistent with the growth projections and population buildout described in the applicable general plan.  
7. Typographical Error:
In Table II.G-1 on page II-69 of the DEIR, the Riverside-Rubidoux Air Monitoring Station is shown as exceeding the State 1-hour ozone standard 4200 days in 2000.  As reported in the text, the correct number is 42.  Please correct this error in the Final EIR. 
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