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February 4, 2005

Mr. Kevin Ryan

City of Fontana

Planning Department

8353 Sierra Avenue

Fontana, CA 92335

Dear Mr. Ryan:

Draft Focused Program Environmental Impact Report (DFPEIR) for the

Fontana Auto Center Overlay District

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 Focused Program 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 Focused Program 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 

Control No. SBCO41222-02

Draft Focused Program Environmental Impact Report (DFPEIR) for The
Fontana Auto Center Overlay District
1. Project Size:
On page 38 of the DFPEIR, it is stated that the proposed project comprises a total of approximately 124 net acres of auto center and retail land uses.  On page 10 of Appendix F, Air Quality Assessment for the Fontana Auto Center Overlay District, it is stated that the project comprises a total of 154 acres of auto mall and retail land uses.  Furthermore, without explanation, the lead agency uses 41 acres as project size in the calculation tables in Appendix F to estimate the project’s grading emissions.  These inconsistencies make it difficult to evaluate the air quality analysis.  Project size determines to a large extent project construction emissions.  So, please identify the correct project size in the Final Focused Program Environmental Impact Report (FFPEIR).  
2. PM10 Construction Emissions:

The lead agency states on page 39 of the DFPEIR that, “For the proposed project, 2,005 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 whole South Coast Air Basin.”  Please note that this type of rationale to determine insignificance (i.e., pollutant emissions are already high 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.”  It is recommended that the sentence be deleted from the FFPEIR and all future CEQA documents as the SCAQMD disagrees with this approach.  It is recommended that the lead agency use the SCAQMD’s 1993 CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Handbook) PM10 significance criteria of 150 pounds per day to determine significance.
3. Table 6: Peak Construction Emissions:
To facilitate review of the construction analysis, it would be helpful if the lead agency specifically identified which methodology (equation) and emission factors from the Handbook were used to calculate construction equipment emissions.  The main text of the DPFPEIR states that 14 pieces of construction equipment were used to estimate construction equipment exhaust emissions, but only ten pieces of equipment are identified in the calculation table to estimate construction emissions in Appendix F.  Peak construction emissions in Table 6 on page 39 do not correspond to the total grading emissions in the spreadsheets in Appendix F.  Please explain or correct this apparent discrepancy.  
4. Employee/Customer Trip Lengths:
In the tables in Appendix F, the lead agency uses different trip lengths, namely 20 miles (construction worker trip length), 9 miles (retail use trip length), and 15 miles (auto center trip length), to estimate project’s on-road mobile emissions.  The lead agency does not provide the sources of these different trip lengths.  On page 42 of the DFPEIR, however, the lead agency states that the data on average daily trips for the project were provided by the City of Fontana Traffic Division.  It is not clear from the text whether the trip lengths data were also provided by the City of Fontana.  The lead agency, however, states that the trip length of 9 miles for retail uses was derived as a composite from page 9-24 in the Handbook.  Please show how this composite trip length was calculated.  SCAQMD staff recommends that the lead agency provide the sources of these trip lengths and the justification for their use in the DFPEIR. 
5. Operational Emissions:

On page 42 of the DFPEIR the lead agency assumes that floor area for the auto center portion of the project is 13 percent of the acreage and floor area for the retail portion is 25 percent of the acreage.  The corresponding floor areas provided are 571, 943 square feet (auto) and 261,360 square feet (retail).  These square footages do not appear to be consistent with the percent estimates for each use.  Please explain the apparent discrepancy in the square footage or correct the numbers in the FFPEIR.  Land use acreages/square footages have implications for project emissions since there are different trip rates for these different land uses.  

6. Editorial Comment:
In discussing traffic data that were used to project CO hot spots emissions, the lead agency notes on page 40 of the DFPEIR that existing ADT traffic data with and without the project were provided by the City of Fontana.  The reviewer is then referred to Appendix G Noise Data.    The proper reference should be the traffic data in Appendix K.  Please correct that error in the FFPEIR.
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