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August 29, 2000

Ms. Karen Hoo

Los Angeles World Airports

Environmental Management Bureau

1 World Way, Room 219

Los Angeles, CA 90045-5803

Draft Environmental Impact Report for Terminal 4 Improvement Program, 

Los Angeles International Airport

Dear Ms. Hoo:

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 Dr. Charles Blankson, Transportation Specialist – CEQA Section, at (909) 396-3304 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely

Alene Taber

Planning Manager

Planning, Rule Development & Area Sources
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Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for Terminal 4 Improvement Program, Los Angeles International Airport

1. Peak Daily Construction Emissions:  Table 3.3.2.2.1-1  on page 111-38 of the DEIR shows the average daily construction emissions.    The title should reflect that the emissions are construction emissions and not operational emissions.  Furthermore, AQMD staff recommends that the lead agency determine daily “peak” construction emissions for the criteria pollutants and evaluate them against their respective significance thresholds.  The daily “peak” construction emissions represent the worst-case scenario where the maximum number of different types of construction equipment would be in use simultaneously for different kinds of construction activities.  The analysis of the worst case scenario ensures that all construction emissions sources are accounted for and the appropriate mitigation measures identified. 

2. Duplication:  There are two Tables 3.3.2.2.2-1 and 3.3.2.2.2-2 in the DEIR.  There is one Table 3.3.2.2.2-1 on page III-40 and the other on page III-44.  There is one Table 3.3.2.2.2-2 on page III-41 and the other on page III-45.  Please correct the numbering in the Final EIR.

3. Operational Carbon Monoxide Emissions:  Table 3.3.2.2.2-1 on page III-44 shows high CO emissions for receptors 1, 2 and 3 for both the 8-hour and the 1-hour ambient standards.  Given that in Table 3.3.2.2.2-2 on page III-45 of the DEIR, the incremental change in CO Ambient Concentrations from 2002 to 2005 is higher than the ambient standards at these receptor stations, it is not clear why the lead agency concluded on page III-45 that “no significant impacts as a result of CO concentrations are expected”.   High CO concentrations at traffic intersections have a potential for creating CO hot spots.    

4. Construction Emissions:  The daily construction emissions are presented in Table 3.3.2.2.1-1 on page III-38 of the DEIR.  The summaries are also presented in Table E-1 in Appendix E.  Though it is stated on page E-1 of Appendix E that Tables E-2-a through E-2-g are the detailed data that have been summarized in Table E-1, it is not explained why the pollutant emissions totals in Tables E-2-a through E-2-g are different from those in Table E-1.  Please explain the discrepancies in the Final EIR.

5. Error:  There is an error on page E-3 of Appendix E.  In the sample calculation of NOX emissions from two trucks that would be used during the first 12 months of construction, it is estimated that the two trucks would generate 2,808 grams/year.  This amount of grams translates into 6.19 pounds for the 12-month period and not 6.19 tons per 12 months as stated.  Please correct this in the Final EIR.

6. Mitigation Measures:  A number of measures have been proposed on pages III-46 and III-47 of the DEIR to reduce construction as well as long-term operational emissions.  However, no attempt has been made by the lead agency to estimate the effectiveness of these measures in reducing especially operational emissions, which far exceed the AQMD significance thresholds.   According to Table 3.3.2.2.2-2 on page III-41, CO, VOC and NOX emissions for 2002 exceed the significance thresholds by well over 13,000%, 15,000% and 54,000% respectively.  It should be possible to estimate how much CO and NOX emissions reductions would be achieved by the proposal to convert 90 to 95 percent of the airline’s ground service equipment from oil-based fuels to battery power.  Such quantification would provide the means by which to evaluate the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation measures.  Similar performance standards should be provided for the other mitigation measures to facilitate implementation and monitoring.

7. SCAQMD Rule 2202 – On Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options:  The lead agency proposes to expand the airline’s employee rideshare program to cover the 45 additional employees that the proposed terminal improvements would add to the payroll.  Please note that Rule 2202 applies to worksites with 250 or more employees.  Given the size of the operational emissions, it is imperative that all feasible mitigation measures should be considered for implementation.  It is recommended, for example, that the airline strengthen its ridesharing program by providing vans or buses that run on compressed natural gas or other clean-burning fuel to transport its employees to and from work.  This would be in addition to the shuttle service currently shuttling employees from the West End Maintenance Facility parking area to Terminal 4.  The shuttle service should also be operated with vans that run on clean fuel.

