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Mr. David B. Kessler, AICP

U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Aviation Administration

P. O. Box 92007

World Way Postal Center

Los Angeles, CA 90009-2007

Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Report (DEIS/R) for the Los Angeles International Airport Proposed Master Plan Improvements

Dear Mr. Kessler:

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 Statement / Environmental Impact Report.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.5, please provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein before 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

Barry R. Wallerstein, D.Env.

Executive Officer

Attachment

cc
Mr. Jim Ritchie, Los Angeles World Airports, LAX Master Plan / Room 218, P. O. Box 92216, Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

SS:CB:  LAC010118-02, Control Number
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report (DEIS/DEIR) for the Los Angeles International Airport Proposed Master Plan Improvements

1. Construction Off-road Mobile Source Emission factors:  In the Technical Report 4, Appendix G – “Air Quality Impact Analysis,” there is a brief methodology section describing how construction emissions were calculated for the proposed project alternatives.  In the third full paragraph on page 3 of Appendix G it is stated, “Hourly emission rates were calculated for all vehicle types using project specific information where available or guidance default values for the variables in the emission factor calculations.”  Although construction schedules and activity levels for construction equipment are described in Attachment E to Appendix G, the construction equipment emission factors in Attachment F to Appendix G (Table A9-8-B from the AQMD’s Handbook) are given in pounds per horsepower-hour.  The final EIR/S should describe the methodology and show the equation(s) for converting pounds per horsepower-hour to pounds per hour of operation for the equipment listed in Attachment E to Appendix G.  Further, a table similar to Table A9-5-A in the AQMD’s Handbook should be created and included in the Final EIR/S, in Attachment E for example.

2. Construction Worker AVR Assumption:  On page 3 of Technical Report 4, Appendix G – “Air Quality Impact Analysis,” one of the assumptions used to calculate construction worker commute trip emissions is an AVR of 2.0.  In the Final EIR/S please provide support for using an AVR of 2.0, otherwise a more conservative AVR of 1.0 should be used.

3. Breakdown of Construction Emissions by Emissions Source/Activity:  Related to item #1, the CEQA/NEPA lead agencies provide substantial detail for estimating construction emissions.  However, it is difficult to recreate construction emission estimates in Technical Report 4, Appendix G, Attachment G because these emission estimate tables simply provide total emissions without a breakdown of emissions by emissions source i.e., piece of equipment or construction task.  An intermediate table providing peak daily emissions (year 2004) by emissions source for LAWA’s staff-preferred Alternative C would have been helpful in evaluating the construction air quality impacts analysis.  Such an intermediate table should be included in the Final EIR/S.

4. Table 4.6-10 – Unmitigated Construction Emissions:  A comparison of the daily and quarterly emissions data in Table 4.6-10 shows these data to be consistent with the comparable data in Technical Report 4, Appendix G, Attachment E.  Comparable annual emissions data do not appear to be included in Attachment E.  A spot check of the annual emissions data performed by multiplying the quarterly emissions by four shows that the annual emissions data appear to underestimate annual construction emissions for each of the alternatives.  Please explain this apparent discrepancy or correct the data in this table in the Final EIR/S.

5. Traffic Analysis:  Please follow up and respond to CARB’s concerns that the traffic analysis was used to calculate off-airport vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and emissions.

6. Aircraft Particulate Matter:  A further discussion needs to be included as to why the health risk assessment (HRA) excluded aircraft particulate matter emission or include in the HRA.

7. Breakdown of Operation Emissions by Emissions Source/Activity:  In the Technical Report 4, Appendix G – “Air Quality Impact Analysis,” there is an extensive methodology section describing how operation emissions were calculated for the proposed project alternatives.  Apparently, from the discussion, on-airport emissions were calculated primarily from the EDMS model, whereas off-airport emissions (primarily on-road mobile sources) were calculated using CARB methodologies and EMFAC2000 (version 1.99) emission factors.  Similar to comment #3 above, a table showing emissions for operation emissions sources/activities identified in the methodology section of Technical Report 4, Appendix G – “Air Quality Impact Analysis,” would be useful, especially to help evaluate the mitigation control efficiencies identified in Table 4.6-16 on pages 4-514 through 4-516 and Table 4.6-17 on pages 4-517 and 4-518 (see also comment #6).

8. Enforceable Mitigation Measures:  Table 4.6-16 lists a number of mitigation measures with potentially quantifiable effects, including a range of potential emission reductions (in tons per year) for each mitigation measure.  However, many of the mitigation measures rely on future approvals (FAA approvals for example) or rely on future cooperative agreements with other agencies (MTA and Caltrans), the airline tenants at LAX or other airports in the region.  Since there is currently no guarantee that these approvals or cooperation with these other entities will ultimately occur, the AQMD believes taking credit for emission reductions that are currently unenforceable is inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines §§15126.4 (a)(1)(B) (mitigation measures should not be deferred to some future time) and 15126.4 (a)(2) (mitigation measures should be enforceable through “legally-binding instruments.”  Therefore, Table 4.6-17 on pages 4-517 and 4-518 and Tables 4.6-19, 4.6-20 and 4.6-21 on pages 4-520, 4-521 and 4-522, respectively, should be modified to show only emission reductions that are currently enforceable.  This comment also applies to the health risk assessment results in Table 4.24.1-4 on page 4-1022 of the Draft EIR/S. Alternatively, the lead agencies could show a range of emission reductions showing currently enforceable mitigation measures as the end of the range up to a high end of the range showing emission reductions if all approvals and cooperation with all other entities occur.

9. Table 4.6-19 – Emission Inventories:  There appears to be errors in the data in Table 4.6-19.  For example, the percent reduction (mitigated emissions) claimed for each of the alternatives appears to be incorrectly calculated based on the tons per year for each alternative relative to the baseline.  In the case of SO2 for the year 2005, there is actually a net increase in emissions for each of the alternatives not a reduction.  For the year 2015, the table shows a net increase in emissions for NOX (for all alternatives), SO2 (for all alternatives), and PM10 (for Alternatives A and B).  Please explain or correct these apparent discrepancies in the Final EIR/S.
10. Mitigation Measure Control efficiencies:  With regard to the control efficiencies identified for the mitigation measures in Table 4.6-16, the Draft EIR/S does not appear to provide any supporting documentation regarding the methodology used to calculate the range of potential emission reductions, including assumptions, equations, emission factors, source of emission reduction control efficiencies, etc.  The Final EIR/S should provide documentation to support the emission reductions shown in Table 4.6-16.  This detailed information need not be included in the main text of the Final EIR/S, but could be incorporated into Technical Report 4, Appendix G – “Air Quality Impact Analysis,” for example, or one of the technical attachments.

11. Overlapping Phases:  The Draft EIR/S presents construction and operation air quality data for each of the project alternatives as discreet non-overlapping phases.  For example, Table 4.6-10 shows only construction emissions for the peak construction year, 2004, and the horizon years 2005 and 2015.  Tables 4.6-9 and 4.6-19 show only unmitigated and mitigation on-airport operation emissions respectively, for the horizon years 2005 and 2015.  However, once phase 1 becomes operational in 2005, phase 1 operation emissions will overlap with phase 2 construction emissions.  It is recommended that the lead agencies provide additional information in the Final EIR/S, in a table for example, that shows phase 1 operation emissions, peak phase 2 construction emissions, and the sum of the two to determine if these overlapping emissions could exceed the emissions estimates in Tables 4.6-10, 4.6-9, or 4.6-19.

12. Mitigation Measures:  Table 4.6-16 and Technical Report 4, Appendix G, Attachment X identify potential mitigation measures currently under consideration as part of the proposed project.  In the case of some mitigation measures, there is insufficient detail associated with the description of the mitigation measures to properly evaluate them or their control efficiency.  For example, in Table 4.6-16 the following mitigation measure is listed for construction, “Use soil stabilization and/or watering to reduce fugitive dust emissions during construction.”  Associated with this mitigation measure is a fugitive dust control efficiency of 90 to 95 percent.  To justify such a high control efficiency, the lead agency needs to specify the number of times per day the site will be watered, for example, and specifically what other types of soil stabilization will be employed to achieve such a high control efficiency.  Other examples include mitigation measures in Attachment X such as those for stationary sources, which simply state “efficient buildings” or “energy conservation” without describing what is meant by these terms.  A better description of the mitigation measures will assist the public in better evaluating their effectiveness.

13. Additional Construction Mitigation Measures:  In addition to the construction mitigation measures identified in Table 4.6-16 and Attachment X, the lead agencies should consider incorporating the following mitigation measures:

· Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference;

· Provide temporary traffic control during all phases of construction activities to improve traffic flow (e.g., flag person);

· Develop a construction traffic management plan that includes, but is not limited to: rerouting construction trucks off congested streets, consolidating truck deliveries, providing dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and off-site;

· Prohibit truck idling in excess of ten minutes;

· Use electricity from power poles instead of temporary diesel or gasoline generators;

· Suspend all grading when wind speed exceed 25 miles per hour;

· Traffic speeds on all unpaved roads should be reduced to 15 miles per hours or less;

· Cover all haul trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials;

· Sweep streets with AQMD Rule 1186-certified street sweepers whenever visible dust accumulates on roadways; and

· Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads or wash off trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip; etc. 

Examples of other construction air quality mitigation measures can be found in Chapter 11 of the AQMD’s Handbook.

14. Additional Operation Mitigation Measures:  In addition to the operation  mitigation measures identified in Table 4.6-16 and Attachment X, the lead agencies should consider incorporating the following mitigation measures:

· Use central water heating systems:

· Install solar panels on roofs to supply electricity for air conditioning, etc., to reduce energy consumption;

· Use light-colored roofing materials, which reflect sunlight and, therefore, heat away from buildings;

· Use double glass paned windows;

· Use energy efficient low-sodium parking lot lights; and

· Use fuel cells to produce heat and/or electricity; etc.

Examples of other operation air quality mitigation measures can be found in Chapter 11 of the AQMD’s Handbook.

15. CALMPRO Program:  In Section 4.6.2.3 on pages 4-468 and 4-469 of the Draft EIR/S and on pages 24 and 25 of Technical Report 4, Appendix G – “Air Quality Impact Analysis,” various models used to analyze air quality impacts are discussed, including U.S. EPA’s CALMPRO model, ISCST and EDMS models.  As stated on page 39 of Appendix G, by using CALMPRO, “The influence of calm periods is eliminated by zeroing hourly concentrations at all receptors if the corresponding hour of meteorological data is calm.”  With regard to using the ISCST model, to provide the most conservative analysis, the “NOCALM” model option should be used, which includes the influence of calm wind periods as part of the analysis.  With regard to the EDMS model, to provide the most conservative analysis, CALMPRO should not be applied.  Instead, the comparable EDMS results should be used, which includes the influence of calm periods.
16. Post Processing EDMS Model Runs:  On page 39 of Technical Report 4, Appendix G – “Air Quality Impact Analysis,” it is stated that the EDMS model calculates NOX emissions, which must be converted into NO2 emissions.  Further, it is stated that to convert NOX into annual NO2 concentrations, the Tier 2 Ambient Ratio Method (ARM) was used, as recommended by U.S. EPA.  It is also stated that the ARM conversion ratio (approximately 0.42) was also used to convert NOX to NO2 for short-term NO2 concentrations.  Although the ARM conversion ration is appropriate for annual concentrations, it is not appropriate for short-term concentrations.  Pursuant to AQMD-recommended modeling protocol and to provide a conservative analysis, 100 percent NOX to NO2 conversion should be assumed for short-term NO2 concentrations.
17. ISCST Model Application:  In Attachments A and Z to Technical Report 4, Appendix G – “Air Quality Impact Analysis,” the lead agency does not provide information on the model parameter options used in the ISCST model application.  As noted previously, the "NOCALM" option should be used pursuant to AQMD’s recommended modeling protocol.
18. Human Health Risk Assessment – ISCST Model Application:  As noted on page 4 of Attachment F to Technical Report 14a “Human Health Risk Assessment Technical Report,” it is stated that the ISCST is the dispersion model used to estimate toxic air pollutant health risks.  As noted previously, to provide a conservative analysis, the "NOCALM" model option should be selected.
19. Human Health Risk Assessment Assumptions:  On page 4-1004 of the methodology section in Chapter 4.24 – “Human Health and Safety (CEQA)” in the Draft EIR/S, it is stated that estimated cancer risks are based on a 30-year exposure to residents near the airport.  Pursuant to AQMD risk assessment procedures guidance and to provide a more conservative analysis, a 70-year exposure assumption should be used to assess cancer risks from a proposed project.
