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December 3, 2004

Mr. Timothy Lindholm

Metropolitan Transportation Authority

Facilities/Operations, MS 99-17-2
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952
Dear Mr. Lindholm:

Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for

MTA West Los Angeles Transportation Facility and Sunset Avenue Project
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

RVCO40819-01

Control Number

cc
Mr. Jimmy Liao, City of Los Angeles Department of Planning, 200 North Spring Street, Room 750, Los Angeles, CA 90012
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for

MTA West Los Angeles Transportation Facility and Sunset Avenue Project 

1. The air quality analysis in the DEIR includes an analysis of localized air quality impacts, which, although recommended, is currently a voluntary analysis.  The SCAQMD commends the lead agency for taking a leadership role in performing the localized air quality analysis.
A.
Air Toxic Impacts & Project Emissions
2. The lead agency states on pages 148 and 149 of the DEIR that since the buses that would be operating from the facility “would be fueled with CNG or another alternative fuel rather than diesel, … no health risk assessment is required and no health risk impacts would be anticipated to occur as a result of the project.  Project-related air toxic impacts would be less than significant.”  

The basis for this statement appears to be that one of the goals of the project is to convert the 175-bus fleet to 100 percent CNG by 2013 (page 65).  The Draft EIR, however, provides no information on the composition of the existing fleet (diesel versus CNG) or if funding is currently available to convert diesel buses to CNG.  Given the fact that diesel engines have a life cycle of ten years or more and, if no funding is currently secured for converting all 175 buses to CNG, operation of a substantial number of diesel-powered buses could continue well past the year 2013.

Based on the foregoing, it is recommended that the lead agency specifically identify the number of diesel buses in the existing fleet and identify the number of buses that can be converted to CNG based on current funding levels.  If it appears that a substantial number of buses will continue to operate in the foreseeable future, preparation of a risk assessment for mobile sources may be warranted.  If a mobile source health risk assessment is performed, the SCAQMD recommends that the lead agency consider requiring one or more of the following are mitigation measures.
· Accelerate conversion of buses to CNG
· If diesel buses continue to be used, require the use of particulate filters, oxidation catalysts and low sulfur diesel, as defined in SCAQMD Rule 431.2, i.e., diesel with less than 15 ppm sulfur content.

3. Comparing the URBEMIS 2002 construction output data for the MTA-Jefferson site with Table IV.B-4 on page 145 of the DEIR shows some minor inconsistencies for construction phase VOC emissions (this includes accounting for the 28 pound per day VOC emission increase noted in footnote a).  Please explain or correct this apparent discrepancy.

4. To minimize potential adverse air quality impacts in the event of gaseous leaks from the CNG storage tanks and dispensing equipment, it is recommended that methane detectors be installed as part of the project.

5. In calculating operational emissions the lead agency takes credit for emission reductions from reduced non-revenue vehicle miles traveled per day.  On page 147 it is stated that non-revenue vehicle miles traveled would be reduced by 2.5 miles per trip.  There is no basis for this number except to say that the facility would be more centrally located in the service area.  Although there is a possibility of a reduction in non-revenue miles traveled per day for some buses, compared to the existing situation, some buses may have to travel greater distances to their respective bus routes.  As a result, it is possible that there would be no net change in non-revenue vehicle miles traveled per day.  It is recommended that the lead agency provide additional information supporting the 2.5-mile per day reduction or eliminate this factor.

6. Related to comment #3, Table IV.B-5 on page 149 of the DEIR shows emission reductions associated with a reduction in non-revenue vehicle miles traveled per day.  The emission reduction estimates in Table IV.B-5 do not appear to correlate to any numbers identified in Appendix B.  Therefore, it is not clear how these numbers were generated.  Assuming the lead agency can document the 2.5-mile per day reduction in non-revenue vehicle miles traveled per day, documentation should be provided in the Final EIR showing how the emission reductions were calculated.  Documentation should include emission factors used, total vehicle miles reduced, assumptions, calculations, etc.

B.
CO Hotspots Analysis
7. CALINE4 modeled temperature, 0.5 degree Celsius, does not reflect regional low temperatures in West LA or the Basin in general.  The value is conservative, but unusual.  The SCAQMD prefers that the regional low temperature for the specific area or Basin in general be used for CO hotspots analysis.

8. The Air Quality Analysis in the Draft EIR presented CALINE4 modeling for the future without project and the future with project plus mitigation.  The Final EIR should also include future project without mitigation should be included for comparison.  Mitigation should be presented in detail and the impacts from the mitigation on CO concentrations should be discussed in detail.

9. The road widths presented in the CALINE4 modeling files for Jefferson Boulevard and La Cienega Boulevard, and Jefferson Boulevard and National Boulevard do not match the road widths in Figures 6 and 17 through 20 in the MTA Bus Maintenance Facility Traffic Impact Study.  The project proponent should verify that all road widths used in the Air Quality Analysis are consistent with the Traffic Studies.  The CALINE4 modeling files in the Final EIR should be consistent with road widths presented in the Traffic Studies.

10. The geometry (road widths) in the CALINE4 modeling files for Jefferson Boulevard and La Cienega Boulevard are the same for the without project and project model runs.  The MTA Bus Maintenance Facility Traffic Impact Study presents various proposed geometries for the project Figures 18 through 20.  No discussion of the impact of different proposed mitigated geometries on air quality was found in the Air Quality Analysis in Appendix B or else where in the Draft EIR.  The Final EIR should discuss the proposed mitigated geometries and their impact upon CO concentrations at Jefferson Boulevard and La Cienega Boulevard.  The CALINE4 modeling files or related discussion should clearly detail which geometry (existing, or specific mitigated geometry) was used for the analysis.  The discussions in the Final EIR should also clearly delineate between air quality mitigation and street width mitigation for bus traffic so that the reader is not confused and can clearly understand which is being discussed.

11. A generalized discussion on the development of the EMFAC2002 emission factors and the EMFAC2002 modeling output are presented in the Air Quality Analysis in Appendix B of the Draft EIR.  The emissions factors used in the modeling appear to be consistent with the ALL category in the EMFAC2002 modeling output.  No discussion is provided on emission factors from CNG or alternative fueled buses.  The Final EIR should include a detailed discussion of how the emission factors were developed for the CO hotspots analysis, especially focused on how the emission factors were weighted in the project analysis to include the increased non-diesel fueled bus traffic.
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