June 29, 2001


VIA FAX (714) 834-6120

County of Orange

MCAS El Toro LRA

Attn:  Bryan Speegle

10 Civic Center Plaza, Second Floor

Santa Ana, CA  92702-4048

Subject:
DRAFT EIR NO. 573 FOR THE CIVILIAN REUSE OF MCAS EL TORO AND THE AIRPORT SYSTEM MASTER PLAN FOR JOHN WAYNE AIRPORT AND PROPOSED ORANGE COUNTY INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT [DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS, APRIL 2001]

Dear Mr. Speegle:

The South Coast Air Quality Management District (AQMD) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced document.  These comments have been submitted this date based on the courtesy two-week extension granted by the County of Orange.  The following comments are meant as guidance for the Lead Agency as it prepares the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

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.  Please also provide a copy of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the proposed project prior to approval.  The AQMD would like to evaluate the appropriateness of any mitigation measures it may required to implement pursuant Public Resources Code §21081.6.

The AQMD staff 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 feel free to contact me at (909) 396-3186 or Mr. Henry Hogo, Assistant DEO (909) 396-3184, if you have any specific questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

Elaine Chang, DrPH

Deputy Executive Officer

Planning, Rule Development and Area Sources

EC:SS:KS:li

Attachment
Comments of the AQMD Staff

Draft Environmental Impact Report – Draft Supplemental Analysis

(SCH. No. 9641043)

General Comments

The AQMD staff appreciates the fact that many of the comments made in the February 22 and July 14, 2000 comment letters were taken into consideration during the preparation of the Draft Supplemental Analysis, especially the wording to enhance enforcement of the mitigation measures identified for the proposed project.  Relative to comment #1 from the 7/14/01 letter, although the Draft Supplemental Analysis includes total construction emissions for the project by year and phase, neither Volumes 1 or 2 includes the actual methodology, equations or assumptions used to calculate emissions from each construction source.  Such level of detail will assist us in the evaluation of the construction analysis methodology.  The AQMD staff is aware, however, that the lead agency has concluded that significant adverse construction air quality impacts will be generated by the proposed project as outlined in the draft EIR.

Relative to comment #5 from the 2/22/01 letter, the lead agency appears to continue to use a control efficiency of 100 percent (zero pounds per day) for floating roof tanks.  As noted previously, the control efficiency of these tanks and ancillary equipment is typically estimated to be 95 to 98 percent.

Specific Comments

1. Page 2-1 – The document states that the assessment of toxic air pollutant impacts are provided in Section 2.18.  This section reference appears to be a typographical error since the health risk assessment is discussed in section 2.17.  All references to 2.18 throughout the document should be replaced with section 2.17.

2. Page 2-13 – As of 2000 there were five air quality monitoring stations in Orange County:  North Orange County, Central Orange County, North Coastal Orange County, Saddleback Valley 1 and Saddleback Valley 2.

3. Page 2-123 – Please note that the telephone number for daily smog alert information has been changed to 1-800-288-7664 (1-800-CUT-SMOG).

4. In the CAL3QHC Dispersion Analysis (Intersection Analysis) section beginning on page 2-76, it is not clear whether or not the calculation of future pollutant concentrations includes the transportation mitigation measures identified in Chapter 3.  Since some of these mitigation measures include infrastructure improvement projects that have not been approved, funded or constructed, it would not be appropriate to take emission reduction credits for infrastructure improvements in which there is no certainty that they will ever be built.  Please clarify this issue in the Final EIR.

5. On page 2-83 it is stated that dispersion modeling was conducted for “20 representative intersections in the vicinity of the project sites based on the following selection criteria: 1) model the top ten intersections based on the worst level of service (LOS), and 2) model the top ten intersections based on the highest traffic volumes.”  These two criteria alone may underestimate the number of intersections affected by the proposed project where CO hotspots may occur.  The AQMD recommends a CO hotspots analysis for any intersection with a LOS of C that deteriorates to a LOS of D or worse or any intersection with an LOS of D or worse in which there is a two percent increase in the volume to capacity (V/C) ratio caused by the proposed project.  Therefore, the AQMD recommends that the lead agency re-evaluate other intersections to determine if they meet the two additional criteria identified here and perform the appropriate dispersion modeling for any intersections that do.

6. Volume I, Section 2.7.4 states tank emissions were calculated using AP-42 Volume 1 and FAA Air Quality Procedures, as well as AQMD accepted methodologies.  Volume II, Section 3.7 states the tank emission calculations were made using the EDMS model.  This inconsistency should be addressed or a statement of the equivalency in the procedures should be made.  EPA has developed the Tanks (version 4.09) model for calculating tank farm emissions and is based on the AP-42 guidance.  Emissions calculations were not provided for verification of consistent results between the two volumes.

7. Also discussed in Volume II, Section 3.7 is the MCAS use of JP-5 fuel.  All other discussions about tank emissions discuss the future use of Jet-A fuel.  It is unclear if the baseline condition is based on emission calculations for JP-5 or Jet-A fuel.  The fuels have different physical properties and as such will have different emissions of reactive organic compounds (ROC) and toxic air contaminants (TAC).  No discussion or calculations are presented to show how the variation in fuels was addressed.

8. An inconsistency in the model discussions exists between Volume I, Section 2.8 and Volume II – Appendix N, Section 5.2.  The discussion in Volume I only mentions the use of ISCST3 for dispersion modeling, while Volume II goes into detail on the use of AERMOD for criteria pollutant dispersion modeling.  It is unclear which model was actually used and should be clarified in the final document.

9. ISCST3 version 99155 was used to model TAC emissions from airport activities at both JWA and the proposed OCX.  The most current version of ISCST3, version 00101 issued April 10, 2000, should be used if the preparation of the draft SA was initiated after this date.  In addition, ACE2588 version 93288 was used to calculate the health risks.  Since the ACE2588 and ISCST3 input and output files were not included in the data transmittal, the AQMD staff did not have an opportunity to provide comments.

