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May 23, 2001

Salvador Salazar

City of Rancho Cucamonga

Planning Division

10500 Civic Center Drive

Rancho Cucamonga, CA 91729

Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report - Rancho Etiwanda Estates

Dear Mr. Salazar:

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 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  Charles Blankson, Ph.D., Transportation 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
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Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Report (DSEIR) for the

Rancho Etiwanda Estates

1. Project Acreage and Land Uses:  On page 1-1 of the DSEIR, readers are referred to Section 3.0, Project Description for a detailed description of the proposed Rancho Etiwanda Estates Project.  Section 3.0 does not provide detailed description, but instead provides a general summary of the project components.  For example, it is difficult to determine how much of the project site is devoted to residential uses and how much is devoted to other land uses.  Another example, in Section 3.5 on page 3-7, a number of other types of land uses are identified, e.g., city park, biological preserve, equestrian facilities, etc., but there is no indication of the relative size of these other land use components.  Further, the documents provide inconsistent estimates of the total size of the project.  For example, on the unnumbered page before page 2 of Appendix A, the project acreage is 247.8 acres; but on page 1-5 of Appendix A, the size given is 248.7, etc.  The distribution of land uses has implications not only for construction impacts, but also for vehicle trip generation that directly impacts air quality.

2. Emission Factors:  On page 5.1-19 of the DSEIR, it is indicated that emission factors from California Air Resources Board (CARB) - generated MVEI7G were used in estimating vehicular emissions.  Please note that CARB adopted in 2000 and recently made available new EMFAC2000 mobile source emission factors.  Current emission factors have been demonstrated to be generally higher than those used in previous models, thus it is most likely that using the old emission factors would underestimate construction and operational emissions.  Please revise project emissions using EMFAC2000 mobile source emission factors to more accurately reflect project emissions.  The new emission factors can be obtained at the CARB web address: www.arb.ca.gov/msei/msei.html.

3. Regional Emissions Comparison:  The DSEIR states on page 5.1-16 "that construction emissions of 1,258 pounds of PM10 per day during Phase I, 735 pounds of PM10 per day during Phase II, and 1,221 pounds of PM10 per day during Phase III are minor when compared with the total average annual of 416 tons per day of particulate matter currently released in the whole South Coast Air basin (SCAB)."  Regarding operational emissions, the DSEIR states on page 5.1-20 that "on a regional basis, the proposed project would contribute less than 0.008 percent of the total South Coast Air Basin emissions."  The operational emissions estimates are presented in Table 5.1-K on page 5.1-21.  The courts (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford, 5th District, 1990) have specifically rejected the argument that a project's air quality impacts be determined based on a percentage of the total inventory.  The determination of a project's significance is based solely on the impacts from the project compared to explicitly stated significance criteria.  Furthermore, the lead agency is reminded that designations of nonattainment are based on daily exceedances of an ambient air quality standard.  Comparisons with areawide emissions are irrelevant to determining air quality significance.  Table 5.1-K should therefore be revised to eliminate the last three rows.

