July 14, 2000

Bryan Speegle

County of Orange

10 Civic Center Plaza

Santa Ana, CA 92702-4048

Dear Mr. Speegle,

MCAS EL Toro Final EIR 563 Second Supplemental Analysis (SCH No. 96041043)

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) Second Supplemental Analysis.

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 Second Supplemental Analysis.  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 comments indicated in the attachment 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

ORC000623-01JN

AQMD Control Number

Comments of the AQMD

MCAS EL Toro Final EIR 563 Second Supplemental Analysis

(SCH No. 96041043)

1)
The Draft Second Supplemental Analysis does not include some of the assumptions, equations, and calculations used to reach the conclusions set forth in this analysis.  The Final Second Supplemental Analysis should include these (as an appendix) so the reader can better analyze the information presented in the document.  Additionally, the AQMD respectfully requests that the County provide to staff the CO Hotspots modeling data (input/output files).  AQMD staff may submit additional comments after further review of the assumptions, equations, and calculations used to reach the conclusions set forth in the second supplemental analysis, including the CO Hotspots modeling data.

2)
Section 2.2.1 of the Draft Second Supplemental Analysis discusses the emissions inventory of current operations at MCAS EL Toro.  Existing emission sources considered included aircraft operations, ground support equipment, natural gas consumption for space and water heating, electrical usage, fuel storage facilities, and motor vehicle emissions.  The analysis of total regional emissions for the proposed project in Section 2.3.3, however, only considers emissions from aircraft operations and motor vehicles.  Please explain in the Final Second Supplemental Analysis why the analysis of potential air quality impacts does not include emission sources other than aircraft operations and motor vehicles.  Otherwise, these sources should be included as part of the total regional emissions impacts analysis.

3)
On page 2-4 of the Draft Second Supplemental Analysis it is stated that VMT estimates and emission rates were obtained from EMFAC7F.  EMFAC7F is the appropriate database when analyzing localized air quality impacts.  When analyzing regional air quality impacts, however, EMFAC7G is the more appropriate database.  Consequently, regional air quality impacts should be revised in the Final Second Supplemental Analysis to reflect EMFAC7G results.

4)
Section 2.3 states that “the determination of a project’s impacts on regional air quality is measured by the consistency with the AQMP.  If a project results in more pollutants being released into the air basin than is projected in the AQMP, the project is considered to have a significant impact on regional air quality.”  (page 2-17)  It should be noted that the AQMD considers consistency with the AQMP only one criterion for determining the regional air quality significance of a proposed project.  The AQMD has established recommended mass daily significance thresholds for criteria pollutants for this purpose.  While the analysis uses the AQMD’s significance thresholds to determine significance elsewhere in the document, the statement made in Section 2.3 should be modified as follows and moved to the consistency section (Section 2.4).  “If a project results in more pollutants being released into the air basin than is projected in the AQMP, the project is considered to be inconsistent with the AQMP.”

5)
Section 2.3.1 states that the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) would be the greatest for Alternative A, followed by Alternative C, and finally Alternative B with the least.  The information in Table SS2-16, however, shows Alternative A with the least emissions impacts.  The text suggests that regional vehicular emissions are correlated with regional vehicle travel patterns to airports.  The assumption is that people would travel shorter average distances with a major airport in Orange County.  This assumption and its conclusions as shown by the emissions reported in Table SS2-16 would be benefited by additional data or quantification methodologies if possible.  


Furthermore, assuming that the assumptions and emissions calculations are correct, please clarify why Alternative A results in substantially less regional emissions from motor vehicles than Alternative B.  If regional trips to the airport would be shorter for air travelers with a major airport in Orange County, why wouldn’t trips for general aviation and cargo also be shorter?  Table SS2-16 shows a large decrease in emissions associated with trips originating outside Orange County for Alternative A, but an increase in emissions from trips originating outside Orange County for Alternative B.  Additional explanation of these results would be helpful.

6)
The following two sentences in Section 2.3.3 of the Draft Second Supplemental Analysis appear to be inconsistent.  “Existing regional emission calculations for the air basin are based upon the 1994 AQMP.  AQMP data for year 1996 was the data used for the purposes of determining existing regional emissions.” (page 2-23)  In the Final Second Supplemental Analysis please correct or further explain this apparent inconsistency.

7)
With regard to the most currently approved AQMP by U.S. EPA (page 2-25), in December 1999 the AQMD Governing Board adopted modifications to the ozone attainment portions of the AQMP.  This amended 1997 AQMP was subsequently approved by both CARB and U.S. EPA and, therefore, is the most currently approved AQMP.

8)
Section 2.4, entitled “Air Quality Management Plan Consistency”, discusses the project in relation to AQMP and the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The information in that section, however, discusses both consistency and conformity.  Pursuant to CEQA, the proposed project must be judged relative to its consistency with the applicable regional plans.  Pursuant to the Federal Clean Air Act, the proposed project must be separately judged for its conformity with the applicable regional plans.  The Final Second Supplemental Analysis should clearly delineate the two analyses and their respective conclusions.  

9)
Based on the findings of significance, applicable mitigation measures should be feasible and enforceable, and should include performance standards to the degree feasible.  The enforceability of a mitigation measure is potentially compromised if it includes language such as “will consider encouraging”.  The mitigation measures should be worded such that they require a mitigating action.  For example, mitigation measure AQ-6 states that the County will consider encouraging the use alternative fueled vehicles.  The mitigation measure would be enforceable if it required the use alternative fueled vehicles (i.e., replaced “will consider encouraging” with “shall”) and specifically stated what infrastructure would be provided by prescribed milestones and the required percentage penetration of alternative fueled vehicles.

