February 22, 2000

Bryan Speegle

County of Orange

10 Civic Center Plaza

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Speegle,

Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 573

Civilian Reuse of MCAS El Toro and the Airport System Master Plan for John Wayne Airport and Proposed Orange County International Airport (SCH No. 98101053)

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document.  The following comments are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency as it prepares the Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

The air quality analysis is thorough and generally follows the guidance provided in the AQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  The attached comments are pertaining with some conclusions reached in the Draft EIR and with the enforceability of some mitigation measures.  Please also note that the AQMD may provide additionally technical comments based on the receipt and review of input/output computer model data files.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code § 21092.5, please provide the AQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein prior to the certification of the Final EIR.  I would also appreciate a copy of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan or the excerpts relative to that mitigation assigned to the AQMD.

The AQMD is available to work with the Lead Agency to address the issues indicated in the attached comments and any other questions that may arise.  Please contact either myself at (909) 396-3054 or Mr. Jonathan D. Nadler at (909) 396-3071, if you have any specific questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,




Steve Smith, Ph.D.

Program Supervisor

Planning, Rules, and Area Sources

Attachment

ORC000104-10

AQMD Control Number

Comments of the AQMD

Draft Environmental Impact Report No. 573

Civilian Reuse of MCAS El Toro and the Airport System Master Plan for John Wayne Airport and Proposed Orange County International Airport

The comments are broken into three major topics:  Conclusions of the Air Quality Impact Analysis; Air Quality Impact Analysis; and Mitigation Measures.

CONCLUSIONS OF THE AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANAYLSIS

1) Significance thresholds

The daily significant thresholds identified in the AQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (November 1993) and used by the Lead Agency in Draft EIR No. 573 (Draft EIR No. 573, p.4.5-39) for regional operational are 55 pounds per day of ROC, 55 pounds per day of NOx, 550 pounds per day of CO, 150 pounds per day of PM10, and 150 pounds per day of SOx.  As shown in Table 4.45-32B and discussed on page 4.5-63 of Draft EIR No. 573, the emissions associated with the proposed project exceed these thresholds and are considered significant.  The Draft EIR does not quantify specific and enforceable mitigation measures that reduce the emissions below the daily significant thresholds.  Programs and possible technology improvements that may be implemented over the next 10 to 20 years by AQMD, the California Air Resources Board (CARB), and US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) are not considered by AQMD staff as mitigation and should not be used to make a determination of insignificance.  Actions required under existing regulations, however, are appropriately considered in baseline calculations.

A summary table that shows emissions attributed to the proposed project, emission reductions from mitigation measures, and net emissions would also be helpful to the reader.  

2)
Threshold of significance for potential carcinogenic air contaminant impacts

The air toxics analysis identifies the action level from AQMD Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic Air Contaminants from Existing Sources, as the criteria for determining whether the emissions of carcinogenic compounds from the project are significant.  The action level in Rule 1402 is a maximum individual cancer risk (MICR) of 100-in-one-million (100 x 10-6).  However, the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook (Chapter 6 – Determining the Air Quality Significance of a Project) recommends that a project be considered significant when it emits a carcinogenic air contaminant that individually or cumulatively exceeds a MICR of ten-in-one-million (10 x 10-6).  AQMD staff recommends a 10 x 10-6 MICR significance threshold be used instead of the 100 x 106 level used in the Draft EIR.  Based on the analysis in Draft EIR No. 573 and a 10 x 10-6 MICR significance threshold, cancer risk impacts at OCX would be considered significant even after mitigation.  

AIR QUALITY IMPACT ANAYLSIS

3)
Ambient air quality data for 1998

Though 1998 is considered the baseline year for the environmental analysis, Tables 4.5-3 through 4.5-6 present ambient air quality data as monitored by the AQMD for the years 1993 through 1997.  1998 ambient air quality data is available and have been attached to these comments for your convenience.  Also, a spot check of the values listed in these tables revealed some inaccuracies (see 1997 carbon monoxide (CO) values in Tables 4.5-4 and 4.5-6, and 1997 ozone values in Table 4.5-5).  The values in these tables are used in other parts of the air quality analysis and, thus, all tables and values should be rechecked for their accuracy. 

4)
Construction emission calculations

Only emissions associated with material delivery to John Wayne Airport were included in the construction emission calculations since “construction emissions associated with these improvements [i.e., construction at JWA] would be small compared to those associated with airport construction at the MCAS El Toro site” (p. 4.5-40).  AQMD staff recommends the analysis consider worst-case daily emissions (i.e., maximum emissions from the project on any given day).  As such, all applicable construction emissions, e.g., construction worker commute trips and site preparation activities such as trenching, grading, etc., should be included in the analysis.

5)
Control of emissions from fueling facilities

The analysis assumes that the use of floating roof fuel tanks, hydrant fueling systems, and vapor recovery systems would reduce emissions from these sources to zero pounds per day.  While these design features and pollution control equipment would substantially reduce emissions, it is highly unlikely that their efficiency is 100 percent.  The efficiency of these systems is typically estimated at 95 to 98 percent.

6)
Input/output computer model files
AQMD staff agrees that US EPA CAL3QHC is the correct computer model to be used to estimate CO concentrations.  Likewise, The US EPA ISCST3 and ACE2588 are the correct computer models to be used to assess health risk impacts from the proposed project.  In order to further verify the modeling performed for the analysis, however, AQMD staff has requested the input/output computer files from the modeling runs.  Upon receipt and review of the data, the AQMD may submit additional technical comments on those portions of the air quality analysis.

MITIGATION MEASURES

7)
Mitigation measures, performance standards, and enforceability
As noted in comment #1, AQMD staff does not consider rules and regulations to be mitigation measures under CEQA.  Actions required under existing regulations are appropriately considered in baseline emission calculations.

Mitigation measures should include specific performance standards to allow for an appraisal of their effectiveness, especially when they are used to substantiate a finding of insignificant impact.  For example, mitigation measure AQ-15 (d) could require a specified percentage of alternative fuel vehicles be provided in bid proposals for taxicab services.  Performance standards should be included to the degree feasible in all mitigation measures.

Applicable mitigation measures should be modified to ensure that they are feasible and enforceable.  The enforceability of a mitigation measure is potentially compromised if it includes language such as “as much as possible”, “supports the use”, or “encourage”.  The mitigation measures should be worded such that they require a mitigating action.  For example, mitigation measure AQ-15 states that the County will provide the necessary infrastructure to encourage the use of alternative fuels by airport-owned and third party airport support vehicles.  The mitigation measure would be enforceable if it specifically stated what infrastructure would be provided by prescribed milestones and the percentage of alternative fueled vehicles required. 

If implementation of a mitigating action is simply encouraged, and cannot be guaranteed or quantified, then credit for the emission reductions associated with that measure should not be assumed in the Draft EIR.  

8)
Mitigation for construction emissions
AQMD Rule 403 does not require the implementation of all the control methods listed in mitigation measure AQ-11.  The Lead Agency should consider implementing all listed control methods even if these actions taken together exceed the requirements of Rule 403 or other applicable rules or ordinances.  The Final EIR should clearly differentiate between fugitive dust control measures used to comply with Rule 403 and fugitive dust control measures used as mitigation measures pursuant to CEQA.

The Lead Agency should also consider the possibility of requiring particulate traps on construction equipment.  Information on this potential control option can be obtained from the AQMD or the San Luis Obispo Air Pollution Control District (The general number for the San Luis Obispo APCD is (805) 781-4247).

9)
Construction Relations Officer
To ensure the enforceability and efficacy of the construction-related mitigation measures, it is suggested that a Construction Relations Officer be designated for the project.  Each construction site should include easily visible signs with a phone number for the public to contact the Construction Relations Officer.  The Construction Relations Officer should be readily available to answer questions or field complaints regarding the construction associated with the proposed project. 

10)
Air quality mitigation monitoring responsibilities
The AQMD routinely monitors compliance with AQMD rules by means of field inspections.  This monitoring includes inspections of AQMD permitted stationary equipment as well as construction and other fugitive dust generating activities.  As part of this inspection practice, the AQMD would monitor compliance of those activities within its statutory authority.

The lead agency should forward pertinent information to the AQMD to ensure implementation of those mitigation measures within the statutory authority of the AQMD.  The information may be in the form of the lead agency’s adopted Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, with those mitigation measures for which the AQMD is responsible highlighted or otherwise readily identifiable.  The information may also be presented in other formats.  In either case, the following information should be provided: 

· name and address of project

· State Clearinghouse Number of CEQA document 

· lead agency’s Project Case Number

· lead agency contact

· specific emission sources subject to mitigation

· description of mitigation measure for each specific source

· mitigation schedule

· performance standard for each mitigation measure

Please send the requested information to the following address:

SCAQMD

21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 91765

Attn:  CEQA Mitigation Monitoring

_901031888

