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FAXED:  NOVEMBER 7, 2003

November 7, 2003

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

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

Dear Mr. Kessler:

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 state and federal Lead Agencies and should be incorporated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report.

Pursuant to Public Resources Code §21092.5, please provide the SCAQMD with written responses to all comments contained herein before 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 Susan Nakamura Planning and Rules Manager at 909.396.3105 if you have any questions regarding these comments.

Sincerely

Barry R. Wallerstein, D.Env.
Executive Officer
cc
Mr. Jim Ritchie, Los Angeles World Airports, LAX Master Plan / Room 218, P. O. Box 92216, Los Angeles, CA 90009-2216

EC:SN:SS:CB:  LAC030709-01, Control Number

(e:/ceqa/laxmaster/LAXMasterPlan2003)
Supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Environmental Impact Report (SEIS/R) for the Los Angeles International Airport Master Plan

1. Construction Emissions Analysis:
The SCAQMD previously submitted a comment letter dated 9/21/01 on the original Draft EIS/R, which noted that it was difficult to recreate construction emission estimates in the associated technical document because the emission estimate tables provided only total emissions without a breakdown of emissions by emissions source i.e., piece of equipment or construction task.  The letter requested that a table, for example, be included providing peak daily emissions by emissions source showing equations used, assumptions made, etc.  Review of the Draft Supplemental EIS/R (SEIS/R) indicates that this same problem persists.  The SCAQMD again requests that this information be provided in the Final EIS/R.
2. Rock Crushing Emissions:
On page 39 of Appendix S-E it is stated that rock crushing will eliminate some haul truck trips to transport debris offsite and that rock crushing emissions are accounted for in the construction analysis.  Since emissions from specific emission sources have not been broken down by equipment or construction task, this statement could not be confirmed.
3. Exclusion of Architectural Coatings and Asphalt Emission:
On page 3 of Appendix S-E it is stated that the construction analysis does not quantify architectural coating or asphalt emissions.  The rationale for excluding architectural coating emissions is that they will be water based coatings.  No rationale is given for excluding asphalt emissions.  Although it is likely that most architectural coatings will likely be water based coatings by 2005, they are still expected to contain VOCs.  If substantial volumes of coatings are applied on a daily basis, to paint the exteriors and interiors of new structures, stripe runways and roadways, etc., VOC emissions could be substantial.  Further, architectural coatings applied in remote locations, such as runways, may not have access to electricity and may require generators to supply power to the coating application equipment.  Similarly, paving roadways, runways, parking lots, etc., requires heavy-duty equipment to haul asphalt to the site (haul trucks), unload the asphalt (loaders), lay asphalt (asphalt pavers), etc.  It is recommended the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies include architectural coating, asphalt, and associated equipment emissions in the analysis of construction emissions.
4. CARB OFFROAD Model Emission Factors:
Additional clarification is needed to ensure that emission factors from CARB’s OFFROAD Model were appropriately applied to construction equipment to calculate emissions.  Section 4.6.2.2 Emission Estimates of the Draft SEIS/R indicates on Page 4-538 that emission factors used to estimate construction emission inventories have been updated based on CARB’s OFFROAD Model.  Appendix D of CARB’s OFFROAD model contains emission factors for off-road engines, based on engine size and model year.  These emission factors are not composite emission factors that are representative of all off-road equipment in the year indicated in Appendix D, the emission factors should be used only for the equipment manufactured for that model year.  Emission factors presented in CARB’s OFFROAD Model, Appendix D can be applied to construction equipment provided, that the equipment is representative of that model year.  If the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies intend to use new equipment each year, additional information is needed to clarify how this will be implemented.  If, however, the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies will be using a mix of model years for construction equipment, it is recommended that off-road mobile source emissions be calculated using composite emission factors for specified years, which can be obtained by contacting CARB.
5. Errors in Table S4.6-19:
Footnote 2 of Table S4.6-19 on page 4-393 of the Supplement indicates that the baseline, interim, and horizon year inventories that were originally calculated using EDMS 3.2 have been recalculated for the Draft SEIS/R using EDMS 4.11.  It appears, however, that the percent reductions associated with each alternative have not been adjusted to reflect the revised inventories.  This apparent discrepancy should be explained or corrected in the Final EIS/R.
6. 
7. 
8. Overlapping Phases and Peak Emissions:
Section 4.20.3 on pages 4-539 and 4-540 of the Draft SEIS/RR describes the three phases of construction that Alternative D, the preferred Alternative, would go through.  It is projected that construction of the Alternative D master plan improvements will start in the 3rd quarter of 2004 and end by December 2014.  Phase II will commence in 2007, one year before the end of Phase I in 2008.  Similarly, Phase III will commence in 2010 one year before Phase II ends.  Phase III will end in 2014.  It appears therefore that the three phases will overlap one another during different stages of construction.  These overlapping construction emissions dodo not appear to be reflected in the discussion or in the emissions tables.  Similarly, the mass daily emission estimates do not appear to consider emissions from early phases of the project that begin operation overlapping with ongoing construction phases.  For example, Tables S4.6-9 through S4.6-11 on pages 4-371 through 4-373 of the Supplement present the operational and construction emissions data for each of the project alternatives as discrete non-overlapping phases for 2004, 2005, 2013 and 2015.  These tables do not reflect the emissions that will be occurring during the overlapping phases.  As a result, emission estimate may underestimate peak day emissions.  It is recommended that the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies identify all overlapping phases, both construction and operation, and show the peak daily emissions for each of these overlapping.
9. 
10. Ground Service Equipment:
In Table S4.6-18 on page 4-389 of the Supplement, the lead agency claims that the conversion of the airport’s ground service equipment to electric power or fuel cells will reduce NOX, VOC and CO emissions by up to 600 tons, 1,900 tons and 2,800 tons respectively per year by 2015.  Comparing these emissions reductions to the 2000 emissions inventory in Table S4.6-7 on page 4-368 shows very substantial reductions from the base year. To achieve these emissions reductions, the lead agency proposes to accelerate full conversion of the ground service equipment fleet through incentives or tenant lease requirements.  The lead agency needs to describe some of these incentives and also demonstrate quantitatively how these very substantial emissions can be achieved.  Further, on pages 35 and 40 of Appendix S-E, the lead agency refers to the non-binding memorandum of understanding (MOU) signed in December 2002 between California Air Resources Board and the major domestic air carriers to reduce NOX emissions from ground service equipment.  Since the MOU is non-binding, the lead agency needs to demonstrate how it proposes to achieve those emission reductions and those beyond what is described in the MOU.  If documentation already exists elsewhere in the Supplement, relating to how these emission reductions will be achieved, it is suggested that specific reference be made as part of the footnotes to the table to facilitate review.
11. Ongoing Measures to Improve Air Quality:
Pages 34 through 37 in Appendix S-E list a number of programs, both regulatory and voluntary, implemented by LAWA to improve air quality.  The SCAQMD is pleased that LAWA is maintaining its commitment to implement voluntary programs, in particular the energy saving measures, listed on page 36, such as the use of double-paned glass or accousti-glass tempered and shaded windows, high efficiency metal halide lights in parking areas, lighting controls and energy efficient lighting in indoor areas, energy efficient and automated controls for air conditioning, increased wall and ceiling insulation beyond existing regulatory requirements, alternative and low emission vehicles, etc, which could provide substantial air quality benefits.  The SCAQMD is pleased that LAWA will be implementing a series of innovative mitigation measures such as incentives for SULEV/ZEV emission engines in commercial vehicles, electrical ground power and preconditioned air systems to existing aircraft at passenger gates, continued conversion of ground support equipment to alternative fuels, and specification of clean-fueled construction equipment to name a few.  The SCAQMD also agrees that the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies should continue to implement the mitigation measures in Table S23 beginning on page 41 of Appendix S-E, even though emission reduction control efficiencies are not specifically identified for these measures.  In addition, to the programs and mitigation measures identified in the Draft SEIS/R, it is also recommended that the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies also incorporate other programs such as the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) system developed by the U.S. Green Building Council into the list of mitigation measures identified in Table S4.6-18.
Other mitigation measures for consideration by the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies include the following:

· Provide temporary traffic control during all phases of construction activities to improve traffic flow, e.g., flag person;
· Suspend all grading when wind speeds 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;
· 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.; 
· Investigate using cleaner burning aircraft fuels, perhaps through a pilot program; and

· Use light-colored roofing materials, which reflect sunlight and, therefore, heat away from buildings.
The SCAQMD is willing to work with the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies to develop the above measures and other measures to mitigate air quality impacts from the proposed project.

12. Control Efficiencies of Mitigation Measures:
The SCAQMD previously commented on the Draft EIS/R that the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies were taking emission reduction credit for programs required by regulation that relied on future approvals, or were voluntary.  In response the Draft SEIS/R has removed required or duplicative measures.  Further, the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies are no longer claiming emission reduction credit for unquantified or voluntary programs.  Table 4.6-16, however, identifies several mitigation measures with associated emission reductions.  The Draft SEIS/R does not appear to 
13. provide any supporting documentation regarding the methodology used to calculate the range of potential emission reductions, including assumptions, equations, emission factors, specific emission reduction control efficiencies by equipment, the source of the control efficiencies used, etc.  The Final EIS/R should provide documentation to support the emission reductions shown in Table 4.6-16.  Further, in some cases, emission reductions claimed may overestimate actual emission reductions that may result from applying the mitigation measure.  For example, substantial emission reductions are identified for measures related to diesel powered construction equipment, such as catalytic oxidizers, particulate traps with exhaust gas recirculation, use of emulsified diesel fuels, etc.  The NEPA/CEQA lead agencies should be aware that, with the exception of catalytic oxidizers certified at a control efficiency of 25 percent, these control technologies have not been certified for use on heavy-duty off-road mobile sources.  The NEPA/CEQA lead agencies are encouraged to use these control technologies, but associated emission reductions may not be as great as claimed.  Information certified control equipment for mobile sources can be found at the CARB website at the following internet address: http://www.arb.ca.gov.
14. NOX to NO2 Conversion:
Pollutant emissions are expressed as NOX, i.e., the sum of NO and NO2.  However, the ambient air quality standards are for NO2.  So a method is required to convert the NOX emissions into NO2 concentrations.  In the Draft SEIS/RR two methods are used to estimate the maximum one-hour NO2 concentrations, that is, the ozone limiting method (OLM) and the NO2/NOX ratio method.  OLM, as described in Attachment P of Technical Report S-4, is an acceptable method for estimating 1-hour NO2 impacts to demonstrate compliance to District Rules.  The NO2/NOX ratio method, as described in Attachment Q of  Technical Report S-4, is not an approved method to demonstrate compliance with SCAQMDSCAQMD Rules, in particular modeling requirements contained in SCAQMD Rule 1303..  However, the method appears to be reasonable and conservative for the application of determining localized significance for CEQA environmental analyses
15. Total One-Hour NO2 Concentrations:
In Attachment P of Technical Report S-4, it is stated that “the modeled NO2 concentrations were assumed as the actual NO2 ambient concentrations.”  In other words, the project impacts are not added to local background concentrations to determine the total NO2 concentrations for comparisons to ambient air quality standards.  The NO2 concentrations from the proposed project must be added to the local background NO2 concentrations and the resulting total concentration compared to the ambient air quality standard to determine project significance.  Since the background concentrations are not included, the project impacts are underestimated.
16. Calm Wind Processing:
Based on the dispersion model input files provided as part of the review package, the calm wind processing option was applied in the model application.  This has the effect of excluding many hours of light wind speeds and potentially high concentrations from dispersion modeling.  This deviates from SCAQMD modeling procedures, which require that calm wind processing be turned off.  The annual concentrations for all pollutants, including the cancer risks and the chronic non-cancer risks, may be underestimated.
17. Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA):
Based on the emission speciation profile in the HHRA, it is not clear whether the risk estimates include emissions from the future increase in the number of aircraft landing at LAX.  Please clarify whether or not aircraft emissions are included in the HHRA and, if not, it is recommended that the HHRA be revised to include future aircraft emissions.
18. Health Risk Assessment for Mobile Sources:
Because heavy-duty truck trips do not appear to be specifically identified in the Draft SEIS/R, it is unclear whether or not operational emissions include a substantial increase in the number of heavy-duty truck trips to the airport, especially the container cargo portion of LAX.  If there is a substantial increase in future heavy-duty truck trips to LAX, a health risk assessment for mobile sources may be warranted.  Guidance for such an analysis can be found on the SCAQMD’s CEQA web pages at the following internet address: http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/handbook/diesel_analysis.doc.
19. Program EIS/R and Subsequent Projects:
It is understood that the EIS/R is a program document to analyze impacts from a long-term ongoing program to upgrade and enhance security at LAX.  Further, it is understood that various components or phases of the proposed project will undergo subsequent project-specific environmental analyses under NEPA and CEQA.  Please provide a list of the specific future projects that will undergo environmental analyses so that the SCAQMD can evaluate whether components of the proposed project that are not specifically analyzed in future documents are adequately analyzed in the program EIS/R.
20. Toxics Analysis:  The SCAQMD has reviewed the air toxics analysis prepared by the NEPA/CEQA lead agencies and believes that the modeling approach used for the human health risk assessment is not consistent with the FAA’s LIDAR study regarding plume heights during jet queuing and taxi periods.  The assumed plume heights in the toxics modeling analysis are higher than those observed in the LIDAR study and, therefore, the impacts in the human health risk assessment may be underestimated.  The SCAQMD recommends that the toxics analysis be revised to be consistent with the LIDAR study recommendations regarding the effective plume heights of the jet exhaust.
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