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PREFACE

This submittal comprises the environmental documentation under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) for the Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update, which was prepared by the
County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works through a planning grant from the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA) Airport Improvement Program (AIP). A series of improvements
needed to accommodate future aviation demand at Whiteman Airport are planned in a 20-year
program. All development improvements would occur within airport property (project site) and
would not necessitate any additional land outside the airport. The proposed project includes at-
grade improvements such as improvements to the airport runways, reconfiguration of existing
roadways within airport property, and construction of a new automobile parking lot and a new
non-airworthy aircraft tie-down parking area. The program also includes above grade
improvements such as the construction of a new two-story terminal facility and demolition of the
existing one-story terminal facility, and construction of new conventional and portable hangars
among existing hangars. The proposed project would also remove and replace two rows of
hangars.

A draft Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (IS/MND) for the master plan update was
circulated for a period of 30 days beginning on August 22, 2011 and ending on September 20, 2011.
Public comments were received and a comment response document was prepared.

In 2012 and 2013 the IS/MND was revised to include:

e Analysis of a slightly revised set of near-term “projects” identified in the Whiteman Airport
Master Plan Update, with a new construction timeline developed by the County of Los
Angeles Department of Public Works.

e Use of the Notice to Proceed (NTP) date (June 2, 2010) of the executed contract between the
County and the CEQA contractor, UltraSystems Environmental Inc. as the baseline for
analysis.

e Use of a new, more up-to-date, software package to estimate air pollutant emissions.

e Additional supporting information in various technical areas.

e Miscellaneous changes to wording to improve clarity.

Some of the impact designations were changed from “no impact” to “less than significant impact.”
No new potentially significant impacts were identified, and no impacts were changed from “less
than significant impact” to “less than significant with mitigation incorporated.”

The County, as lead agency, has determined that, under the provisions of §15073.5 of the CEQA

Guidelines, it is not necessary to recirculate the document prior to certification of the Mitigated
Negative Declaration.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The project site (Whiteman Airport) is located in the Pacoima area of the City of Los Angeles, in the
central western portion of the County of Los Angeles (County) in California. Whiteman Airport is
approximately 187 acres, and is owned by the County of Los Angeles (County). It is contained in the
National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) and is classified as a Reliever Airport. Reliever
airports are defined as general aviation airports that provide general aviation access to the
surrounding area and have 100 or more based aircraft or 25,000 annual itinerant operations.
Whiteman Airport is operated by a private management company under an agreement with the
County.

The County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works has prepared the Whiteman Airport Master
Plan Update, through a planning grant from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Airport
Improvement Program (AIP). A series of improvements needed to accommodate future aviation
demand at Whiteman Airport are planned in a 20-year program. All development improvements
would occur within airport property (project site) and would not necessitate any additional land
outside the airport. The proposed project includes at-grade improvements such as improvements
to the airport runways, reconfiguration of existing roadways within airport property, and
construction of a new automobile parking lot and a new non-airworthy aircraft tie-down parking
area. The program also includes above grade improvements such as the construction of a new two-
story terminal facility and demolition of the existing one-story terminal facility, and construction of
new conventional and portable hangars among existing hangars. The proposed project would also
remove and replace two rows of hangars.

The following elements comprise the environmental documentation under the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update:

e Mitigated negative declaration

e Initial study, including an environmental checklist form

e Mitigation monitoring and reporting program

e List of preparers

e Distribution list for public circulation

e Response to comments during the public circulation period
e Errata

e Technical appendices

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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2.0 MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION
2.1 Location and Brief Description

The project site (Whiteman Airport) is located in the Pacoima area of the City of Los Angeles, in the
central western portion of the County of Los Angeles (County) in California. The project site is
located east of the I-5 Freeway and west of the I-210 Freeway. At its closest point, the project site is
approximately 17 miles northeast of the Pacific Ocean. The regional location of the project site is
shown on Figure 1, Regional Vicinity Map. The local vicinity of the project site is shown on
Figure 2, Local Vicinity Map.

Whiteman Airport is approximately 187 acres, and is owned by the County of Los Angeles (County).
It is contained in the National Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS) and is classified as a
Reliever Airport. Reliever airports are defined as general aviation airports that provide general
aviation access to the surrounding area and have 100 or more based aircraft or 25,000 annual
itinerant operations. Whiteman Airport is operated by a private management company under an
agreement with the County.

The Whiteman Airport Master Plan (proposed project) is sponsored by the County through a
planning grant from the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Airport Improvement Program
(AIP). A series of improvements needed to accommodate future aviation demand at Whiteman
Airport are planned in a 20-year program and phased in three planning periods. All development
improvements would occur within airport property (project site) and would not necessitate any
additional land outside the airport. The proposed project includes at-grade improvements such as
improvements to the airport runways, reconfiguration of existing roadways within airport
property, and construction of a new automobile parking lot and a new non-airworthy aircraft tie-
down parking area. Improvements also include above grade improvements such as the
construction of a new two-story terminal facility and demolition of the existing one-story terminal
facility, and construction of new conventional and portable hangars among existing hangars. The
proposed project would also remove and replace two rows of hangars. Construction of the new
terminal facility near the center of the property will require the grading of a portion of the hill
facing southwest towards the runways. Approximately 2.6 acres of the undeveloped land will be
needed for aviation uses. However, much of this hill area has already been graded, and the area has
already been subjected to disturbance. A new hangar area will be constructed northeast of the
existing southern hangar area that is adjacent to the County of Los Angeles Fire Department facility.
No new hangars will be built at heights greater than existing hangars.

2.2  Mitigation Measures Included in the Project to Avoid Potentially Significant
Effects

Environmental impacts requiring mitigation measures were identified in the following resource
areas: biological resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous material,
and noise. The mitigation measures are discussed in Section XVIII of the Initial Study to ensure that
all impacts would remain less than significant.

2.3  Finding of No Significant Effect

Based on the attached Initial Study, it has been determined that the project will not have a
significant effect on the environment with mitigation incorporated.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
Initial Study of Environmental Factors Page 2-1
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2.4 Initial Study of Environmental Factors

1.

2.

Project Title: Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update

Lead Agency Name and Address: County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works,
900 South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra, CA 91803

Contact Person and Phone Number:  Mr. Albert E. Anidi, Project Manager
(626) 458-5199

Project Location: 12653 Osborne Street (Pacoima area) in the City of Los Angeles

Project Sponsor's Name and Address: County of Los Angeles, Department of Public
Works, 900 South Fremont Avenue, Alhambra, CA 91803

General Plan Designation: County of Los Angeles General Plan, Public Facilities

Zoning: City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning, "OS" Open Space, "PF" Public
Facilities, "MR2" Restricted Light Industrial

Description of Project: The project site is located in the Pacoima area and is an existing
County-owned airport. The Update to the Whiteman Airport Master Plan (proposed
project) is sponsored by the County of Los Angeles through a planning grant from the
Federal Aviation Administration’s Airport Improvement Program (AIP). The proposed
project consists of a series of improvements to the existing airport to be constructed in
three phases: Phase I (2012 to 2015), Phase II (2016 to 2019), and Phase III (2022 to
2030). Some important proposed improvements include construction of a new terminal
facility with associated parking lot and green space, new hangars, transient apron,
relocation of runway thresholds, and reconfiguration of existing airport roadways. Figure 3,
Airport Layout Plan illustrates the location of existing and proposed facilities at Whiteman
Airport, including facilities to be removed. Figure 4, Master Plan Improvements illustrates
improvements proposed to be made in each phase, including facilities to be removed at the
airport. Although not illustrated in either figure, the proposed project may include removal
and replacement of existing California Live Oak trees, which are protected by the County's
Oak Tree Preservation Ordinance, from the existing parking lot. The following is a schedule
of individual projects included as part of the Whiteman Airport Master Plan by phase and
year.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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Phase I
Phase [ improvements are scheduled to take place between 2012 and 2015.
The following projects are scheduled to be constructed in 2012-2015:
e Project 1.1, Slurry Seal Aircraft Parking Ramp (completed in August 2012);
e Project 1.2, Perimeter Fencing Rehabilitation and "Penalty Box" Gate Access System; and
e Project 1.3, Grade Hill for Terminal Facility.
The following project is scheduled to be constructed in 2015:
e Project 1.4, Reroute Airpark Way behind Terminal Facility;
e Project 1.5, Construct Transient Apron.
Phase Il
Phase Il improvements are scheduled to take place between 2016 and 2019.
The following projects are scheduled to be constructed in 2016:
e Project 2.1, Construct Terminal Facility, Associated Parking, and Green Space; and
e Project 2.2, Relocated Runway Thresholds and Paint Non-Precision Markings.
The following projects are scheduled to be constructed in 2017:
e Project 2.3, Construct Runway 30 Hold Apron;
e Project 2.4, Demolish Existing Terminal Facility (not funded by FAA?);

e Project 2.5, Construct New Conventional Hangar in Helicopter Area (not funded by FAA);
and

e Project 2.6, Construct Hangars (not funded by FAA);
e Project 2.7, Reroute Airport Entrance Road and Construct Automobile Parking Lot; and
e Project 2.8, Construct Conventional Hangars (not funded by FAA).
The following projects are scheduled to be constructed in 2018:
e Project 2.9, Stripe Zipper Lane; and

e Project 2.10, Enhance Blast Protection.

1 All projects not funded by FAA Airport Improvement Program Grants will be constructed by a third party or
investment/development company.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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The following projects are scheduled to be constructed in 2019:
e Project 2.11, Survey Underground Facilities - Develop Utility Map; and
e Project 2.12, Replace Northeast County T-Hangars (not funded by FAA).
Phase III
Phase IIl improvements are scheduled to take place between 2022 and 2030.

The following projects are scheduled to be constructed during Phase III:

Project 3.1, Upgrade Apron Lighting/Security Camera System;

e Project 3.2, Construct Second Conventional Hangar in Helicopter Area;

e Project 3.3, Construct Exit Taxiways;

e Project 3.4, Construct Hangars in Helicopter Area;

e Project 3.5, Reroute Airpark Way behind County Hangars;

e Project 3.6, Construct Additional Portable Hangars;

e Project 3.7, Construct Portable Hangars/Individual Hangars and Associated Auto Parking;

e Project 3.8, Construct Non-Airworthy Tie-Down Parking Area;

e Project 3.9, WAAS/LPV Survey; and

e Project 3.10, Acquire 10.8 Acres in Avigation Easements.
Revised Project List
Due to budget constraints, a new list of Capital Improvement Plan projects has been proposed for
Whiteman Airport that is slightly different than the projects proposed in the Whiteman Airport
Master Plan. This list is shown in Figure 5, 5-Year Federal Airport Capital Improvement Plan
(ACIP) & 10-Year State Capital Improvement Plan - California Aviation System Plan (CIP),
Whiteman Airport. The project Initial Study analyzes the potential impacts that could be created
by the projects proposed for construction in this revised list.
It is assumed in this analysis that aircraft operations at Whiteman Airport will not increase from
their 2010 baseline levels. Due to the replacement of the airport terminal with a larger facility,
there will be a slight increase in activities associated with the terminal, such as commuter traffic.
2.5 Surrounding Land Use and Settings:
A. Project Site - For the following discussion of existing conditions, and for the

environmental analyses presented in this document, the baseline date is June 2, 2010.
The project site is an existing County-owned airport consisting of existing facilities

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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including one runway with southeast and northwest approaches (Runway 12 on the
north side and Runway 30 on the south side) along the southwest boundary, hangars
and tie-down areas, an airport traffic control tower, and a terminal facility. The
project site also includes fueling/fuel storage facilities and commercial tenant
office/storage facilities. The northeast side of the airport property consists of open
space. Airpark Way runs northwest southeast around the southern portion of the
airport, but then curves around to run in a northeast southwest direction around the
northern portion of the airport. There are three (3) existing gates that provide access
to the airport (Main Gate, North Gate, and South Gate). These gates are shown in
Figure 2.

B. Surrounding Properties - Residential land uses are located immediately to the north
of the project site. The Los Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) is located
immediately east of the project site, and the Roger Jessup Park is located
approximately 0.25 mile east of the project site. Commercial, industrial and
residential land uses are located immediately south of the project site. David M.
Gonzales Recreation Center and additional commercial and residential land uses are
located immediately west of the project site. The existing runway is adjacent to
railroad tracks operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation
Authority. Major roadways that surround the project site include Glenoaks Boulevard
to the northeast, Osborne Street to the southeast, San Fernando Road to the
southwest, and Pierce Street to the northwest.

Examples of land uses where substantial numbers of sensitive receptors for air
pollutants and noise are often found are schools, daycare centers, parks, recreational
areas, medical facilities, nursing homes, and convalescent care facilities. Residential
areas are considered sensitive receptors because residents (including children and
the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in sustained
exposure effects of a proposed project. ~As mentioned above, residential
neighborhoods are located on almost all sides of the airport. The nearest residential
homes are located approximately 50 feet from the southwest corner of the airport.
Users of the Roger Jessup Park are also considered sensitive receptors to this project.

2.6  Other agencies whose approval is required (and permits needed)
e Compliance with Los Angeles County Oak Tree Ordinance

As the proposed improvements under the Whiteman Airport Master Plan are designed and
constructed, additional permits and approvals may be required.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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Figure 2-1

WHITEMAN AIRPORT REGIONAL VICINITY MAP
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Figure 2-2
WHITEMAN AIRPORT PROJECT LOCATION MAP
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Figure 2-3

AIRPORT LAYOUT PLAN
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Figure 2-4
MASTER PLAN IMPROVEMENTS
Project County Cost Project Cost Timing
Phase 1 (2009 - 20
—nmmr—ﬂ Parking Ramp S 25000 © Dooo00 2011
Perimeter Fencing Rehabilitation and "Penalty Box" Gate Access System $ 65650 $ 1,313,000 2011
1.3 Grade Hill for Terminal Facility $ 5783000 $ 10,918,000 2011
1.4 Reroute Aimpark Way behind Terminal Facility $ 159450 § 1,594,500 2012
1.5 Construct Transient Apron $ 195440 § 1,954400 2013
Phase 1 Total $ 6,228540 $ 16,279,900
2.1 Construct Terminal Facility, Associated Parking, and Green Space $ 994400 $ 2,917,400 2014
2.2 Relocate Runway Thresholds and Paint Non-Precision Markings $ 67875 § 678,750 2014
2.3 Construct Runway 30 Hold Apron $ 33525 $§ 335250 2014
24 Demolish Existing Terminal Facility $ 87700 $ 87,700 2015
2.5 Construct New Conventional Hangar in Helicopter Area $ - § 1428400 2015
2.6 Construct Hangars $ $ 658600 2015
2.7 Reroute Aimport Entrance Road and Construct Automobile Parking Lot $ 143,150 $ 1,731,500 2016
2.8 Construct Conventional Hangars $ - $ 1,437,800 2016
2.9 Stripe Zipper Lane $ 20000 $ 30,000 2016
2.10 Enhance Blast Protection $ 122750 $ 132,750 2017
211 Survey Underground Utilities - Develop Utility Map $ 24,000 $ 480,000 2018
2.12 Replace Northeast County T-Hal $ 3 2018
Phase 2 Total $ $

e

203(
LEGEND

] Foun tatson
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Long-Term

$ $
3.2 Construct Second Conventional Hangar in Helicopter Area $ - § 987000 Long-Tem
3.3 Construct Exit Taxiways $ 46400 § 764000 Long-Term
3.4 Construct Hangars in Helicopter Area % - $ 2267900 Long-Tem
3.5 Reroute Airpark Way behind County Hangars $ 204255 § 3242550 Long-Tem
3.6 Construct Additional Poriable Hangars $ - § 574500 Long-Tem
3.7 Construct Portable Hangars/individual Hangars and Associated Auto Parking $ - $ 4294500 Long-Tem
3.8 Construct Non-Airworthy Tie-Down Parking Area $ 278800 § 557,600 Long-Tem
3.9 WAAS/LPV Survey 3 13,000 $§ 260,000 Long-Tem
3.10 Acquire 10.8 Acres in Avi Easements $ 20, $ 405000 Long-Tem
Phase 3 Total $ 795005 $ 15,076,050
Figure 2-3

Master Plan Improvements
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Figure 2-5, Page 1 of 3
5-Year Federal Airport Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP) &

10-Year State Capital Improvement Plan - California Aviation System Plan (CIP)

Funding Source

Project

Program
Year

FAA

State

County

Description

Whiteman
(WHP)

Replace Parimeter Fencing and Upgrade
Gate Access System (MP) $1,313,000

2013

$1,247,350.00

$0.00

$65,650.00

Consistent with item WHP-06-004 of the Runway Safety Action Plan for the airport, this
project improves the perimeter fencing to reduce the potential for Vehicle/Pedestrian
Deviations. The project replaces approx. 10,000 linear feet of perimeter fencing. New
perimeter fencing will be comprised of 8-foot tall chain link fencing, with 3 additional
strands of barbed wire on top, for a total perimeter fence height of 9 feet. The existing 3
vehicle gates will be enhanced to prevent unauthorized access to the airside of the
airport.

Grade and Stabilize Hillside (MP)
$4,000,000

2014

$3,800,000.00

$0.00

$200,000.00

A lower section of the existing hill on the northeast portion of the airport will be graded
and stabilized allowing for approximately 2.6 acres of land for aviation use.

Reroute Airpark Way (MP) $1,594,500

2015

$1,435,050.00

$0.00

$159,450.00

Once the hill has been graded, Airpark Way will be rerouted to provide approximately
2.6 acres of land available for aviation use to include, but not be limited to, ramp/apron
area for aircraft parking. The road will be routed adjacent to the stabilized portion of the
hill, along the northeastern side of the airport.

Construct Transient Parking Ramp (MP)
$1,954,400

2015

$1,758,960.00

$0.00

$195,440.00

A new 71,000 square yard transient parking ramp/apron will be constructed in the
northeast portion of the airport. The ramp/apron will include 35 tie-downs to
accomodate transient aircraft. The project will include the necessary perimeter fencing
to secure the ramp/apron as well as the installation of apron area lighting.

Source: AECOM, 2012

Whiteman Airport Master Plan
Initial Study of Environmental Factors
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Whiteman
(WHP)

Figure 2-5, Page 2 of 3
5-Year Federal Airport Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP) &

10-Year State Capital Improvement Plan — California Aviation System Plan (CIP)
Whiteman Airport

Funding Source

Project

Construct Public Use General Aviation
Building, Associated Parking and Green
Space (MP) $2,917,400

Program
Year

2016

FAA

$1,923,000.00

State

$0.00

County

$994,400.00

Description

A two-story public use general aviation building {approximately 16,000 sf) will be
constructed approximately midfield to acommodate a lobby/waiting area,
administrative offices, a pilots lounge, flight planning offices, a pilot supply shop, a
rastaurant, public restrooms, and office space. All facilities will be ADA compliant.
Associated with the public use general aviation building, approximately 5,300 sf will be
constructed to include 93 vehicle parking spaces. Also adjacent to the general aviation
building, a green space / public viewing area with trees, grass, and benches will be
constructed.

Relocate Runway Thresholds and Paint
Non-Precision Instrument Approach
Markings (MF) $678,750

2016

$610,875.00

$0.00

$67,875.00

The Runway will be shortened to provide for full RSA and FOFA on airport property at
both runway ends. Relocated thresholds will be painted. Displaced threshold markings
will be reconfigured to reflect non-precision instrument approach markings. The R30
threshold will be relocated 167 feet and the R12 threshold 185 feet. New entrance
taxiways are included in this project (approx. 1,472 square yards). This will shorten the
runway to an overall length of 3,768 feet. The project also includes the demolition of
approx. 12,700 sf of existing entrance taxiways at the runway ends.

Reconstruct Airport Entrance Road (MP)
$1,731,500

2017

41,558,350.00

$30,000.00

$143,150.00

After the current terminal building is relocated, the airport entrance road will be
reconstructed to accomodate the redevelopment of existing roadway, parking lot, and
pubic viewing area into general aviation area for ramp/.apron, aircraft hangars and
tiedowns, and a new hold apron for runway 30. This project involves the remowval of
1,150 linear feet of existing road, and construction of 870 linear feet of new, 24-foot
wide, road. Approximately 15 trees associated with the road will be removed or
relocated. Approximately 880 linear feet of perimeter fence will be erectad and one
vehicle gate, with access control, will be constructed. Existing perimeter fencing and
gates will be removed.

Construct Runway 30 Hold Apron (MP)
$335,250

2017

$301,725.00

$0.00

$33,525.00

The current hold apron does not provide sufficient room for aircraft to maneuver. This
project will construct a hold apron of 21,570 square yards adjacent to Osborne Street,
near the end of Runway 30 to accommodate three aircraft.

Stripe Vehicle Zipper Lane (MP) $30,000

2018

$10,000.00

$20,000.00

Paralleling the taxi lane along the east and northeast of the airport, a zipper lane approx.
20 feet wide will be designated, reducing potential aircraft and automobile incursions.
This project paints zipper lane striping on existing pavement.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan
Initial Study of Environmental Factors

May 2014
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Figure 2-5, Page 3 of 3
5-Year Federal Airport Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP) &

10-Year State Capital Improvement Plan - California Aviation System Plan (CIP)

Whiteman Airport
Funding Source
P
Project r::;arm FAA State County Description

This project proposes that an 8-foot tall block wall, with 3 strands of barbed wire on top
(overall height of 9 feet) be constructed in lieu of the current airport perimeter fence.
Approx. 585 feet of wall will be constructed, located from the ATCT gate up to and
including the wash rack and run up apron area.

Enhance Blast Protection (MP) $132,750 2018 $0.00 $10,000.00 | $122,750.00

This project sesks to locate all underground utilities at the airport and develop a map
depicting locations of the utilities. A utility location company should be retained that can
2019 $432,000.00 | $24,000.00 [ $24,000.00 [trace utility lines through non-destructive methods (tracing, ground penetrating radar,
etc.). Location data should be available in a GIS compatible format, for inclusion in
County GIS databases.

Survey Underground Utilities - Develop
Utility Map (MP) $480.000

Whiteman - § § Two high speed taxiways are constructed on this project. One of the taxiways will be 603
(WHP) gg;it;ug:)t High-Speed Taxiway Exits (MP) 2020 $687,600.00 | $30,000.00 | $46,400.00 [festfrom the Runway 12 end, and the second taxiway will be 588 feet from the Runway
' 30 end.

The designated area is approximately 2.1 acres located between the segmentad
circlefairport traffic control tower. The area accomodates 36 tie-downs for non-
2021 $529,720.00 | $13,243.00 $14,637.00 [airworthy aircraft. Concrete anchors and cables will be provided and the aircraft will
park directly on the dirt. Privacy slats will be installed along the adjacent perimeter
fence.

Construct Non-Airworthy Aircraft Parking
Area (MP) $557,600

The project acquires 10.8 acreas in avigation easement. Runway 12 RPZ covers 5.4 acres
2022 $364,500.00 | $9,618.75 | $10,631.25 |beyond airport property and Runway 30 RPZ covers 5.4 acres beyond airport property.
Both RPZs extend into residential areas around the airport.

MP = Master Plan Project

Acquire 10.8 Acres in Avigation
Easements (MP) $405,000

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
Initial Study of Environmental Factors Page 2-12
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2.7 Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at
least one impact that is a "Potentially Significant Impact” or "Potentially Significant Unless
Mitigated," as indicated by the checklist on the following pages.

- Aesthetics - Agriculture Resources - Air Quality
X Biological Resources X Cultural Resources X Geology/Soils
Hazards & Hazardous Hydrology/Water
_ Greenhouse Gases X Materials _ Quality
- Land Use/Planning - Mineral Resources X Noise
- Population/Housing - Public Services - Recreation
Mandatory Findings of
Transportation/Traffic - Utilities/Service Systems X Significance

DETERMINATION: (To be completed by the Lead Agency)

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and a NEGATIVE
DECLARATION will be prepared.

X I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will not be a
significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT REPORT is required.

I find that the proposed project MAY have a potentially significant impact or potentially significant unless
mitigated impact on the environment, but at least one effect a) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier
document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and b) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the
earlier analysis as described on attached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must
analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed.

I find that although the proposed project would have a significant effect on the environment because all potentially
significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or
NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to
that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mitigation
measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Signature Date

Albert E. Anidi LACDPW

Printed Name For

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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3.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires all state and local agencies to establish
monitoring or reporting programs whenever approval of a project relies upon a mitigated negative
declaration (MND) or an environmental impact report (EIR). The monitoring or reporting program
must ensure implementation of the measures being imposed to mitigate or avoid the significant
adverse environmental impacts identified in the MND or EIR.

The mitigation measures will be implemented by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public
Works, the project applicant, to mitigate or avoid potentially significant impacts to air quality,
nesting birds, cultural resources, soil erosion, drainage and water quality, noise, and utilities due to
the Whiteman Airport Master Plan update. They must be implemented prior to or during any
construction activities. The following table lists the potential issues and impacts, the level of
significance after mitigation, the mitigation measures, the responsible parties and monitoring
parties, and the phase in which the measures are to be implemented.
As discussed in the Environmental Checklist, the impact areas requiring mitigation are:

e Biological Resources

e (Cultural Resources

e Geology and Soils

e Hazards and Hazardous Material

e Noise
These mitigation measures have also been included in the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting

Program to ensure that they will be implemented as part of the Whiteman Airport Master Plan
update.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
Initial Study of Environmental Factors Page 3-1
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

Issues/Impacts Level of Significance Mitigation Measures Responsible Party/ | Implementation
After Mitigation Monitoring Party Stage
Biological Resources
The Project has a moderate Less-than-significant BR-1: Prior to grading or vegetation removal, two Qualified Biologist/ Pre-Construction
occurrence potential for the impact on the Coast daytime pre-construction clearance surveys Construction
Coast Horned Lizard since Horned Lizard with the shall be conducted by a qualified biologist to Contractor /
occurrences have been incorporation of determine if the Coast Horned Lizard is County of Los
documented less than three mitigation measure BR- present. Should Coast Horned Lizards be Angeles Department
miles away from the project 1. present, the qualified biologist shall of Public Works

site.

recommend additional project-specific
mitigation measures for temporary
construction impacts.

Project construction activities
have the potential to impact
native nesting birds if
construction activities occur
between February 1stand
August 31st,

Less-than-significant
impact on nesting birds
with the incorporation
of mitigation measure
BR-2.

BR-2:

A pre-construction survey shall be conducted
by a qualified biologist to determine the
presence or absence of active nests within or
adjacent to the project site to avoid the nesting
of breeding birds or burrowing owls.

. If no breeding or nesting activities are
detected within 200 feet of the proposed
work area, construction activities may
proceed.

. If breeding or nesting activity is
confirmed, work activities within 200
feet of the active nest shall be delayed
until the young birds have fully fledged
and left the protection of their parents.

Qualified Biologist/
Construction
Contractor /

County of Los
Angeles Department
of Public Works

Pre-Construction

The Los Angeles County Code
(Code) under Title 22: Part 16
OAK TREE PERMITS of the
Los Angeles County Code,
Sections 22.56.2050 through
22.56.2260 regulates the
maintenance, protection, and
removal of oak trees on any
lot or parcel of land within the
unincorporated area of Los

Less-than-significant
impact on oak trees.

Code Required Measures:

A permit shall be required to remove, damage,
or encroach into the protected zone of any oak
tree, as defined in County Code Title 22: Part 16
Sec. 22.56.2060, on any lot or parcel which this
chapter applies. Trees not specifically shown or
listed on the oak tree permit shall be assumed
as not permitted for damage or removal.
Unnecessary damage to County oak trees as
determined by the County Forester may result

County Forester/
Construction
Contractor /

County of Los
Angeles Department
of Public Works

Pre-Construction

Whiteman Airport Master Plan
Initial Study of Environmental Factors
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Initial Study of Environmental Factors

Issues/Impacts Level of Significance Mitigation Measures Responsible Party/ | Implementation
After Mitigation Monitoring Party Stage
Angeles County. in required mitigation including but not limited
to replacing oak trees at a minimum of a 2:1
ratio or payment into the oak forest special fund
the amount equivalent to the oak resource value
as defined in County Code Title 22: Part 16 Sec.
22.56.2140 and Sec. 22.56.2180.
Cultural Resources
Although there are no known | Less-than-significant CR-1: A qualified archaeologist shall monitor Construction Construction
prehistoric archaeological impact on archaeological ground-disturbing activity in native soils or Contractor and
sites or isolates on the project | resources with the sediment if archaeological resources are Project
site, the proposed project has | incorporation of found during construction activities that Archaeologist/
the potential to uncover mitigation measure CR- require evacuation, such as the proposed County of Los
archaeological resources 1. development of the new terminal facility, Angeles Department
during any ground-disturbing associated parking facilities and the new of Public Works
activity in native soils or hangar structures. The archaeologist must be
sediment. empowered to temporarily divert grading
equipment in the event of discovery and
allow for sufficient time to evaluate and
potentially remove the find. If the find is
determined by the archaeologist to be
significant, the County shall protect the
resource according to standard protocols
generally accepted.
Although there are no known | Less-than-significant CR-2: Ifburied paleontological resources are Construction Construction
paleontological resources on | impact on encountered during construction activities, Contractor/
the project site, the proposed | paleontological the County of Los Angeles, Department of County of Los
project has the potential to resources with the Public Works, Aviation Division (County), Angeles Department
uncover paleontological incorporation of shall ensure that all activities cease until a of Public Works
resources during any ground- | mitigation measure CR- qualified paleontologist is retained and can
disturbing activity. 2. evaluate the resource and has determined the
significance. If any significant resources are
discovered, the County shall protect the
resource to the extent feasible.
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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Issues/Impacts Level of Significance Mitigation Measures Responsible Party/ | Implementation
After Mitigation Monitoring Party Stage
Although there are no known | Less-than-significant CR-3: Should human remains be encountered, all Construction Construction
human remains on the project | impact on human work in the immediate vicinity of the burial Contractor and
site, the proposed project has | remains with the must cease, and any necessary steps to Project
the potential to uncover incorporation of ensure the integrity of the immediate area Archaeologist/
human remains during any mitigation measure CR- must be taken. An archaeologist shall County of Los
ground-disturbing activity. 3. immediately notify the Los Angeles County Angeles Department
Coroner (LACC). After determining that the of Public Works
remains are Native American in origin, LACC
shall then notify the California State Native
American Heritage Commission within 24
hours, who will identify and contact the most
likely descendent (MLD). The MLD may
make recommendations to the lead agency
for means of treating or disposing of the
human remains and associated burial items.
In the event the Native American Heritage
Commission is unable to identify a most likely
descendent or the most likely descendant
failed to make a recommendation within 24
hours after being notified by the Commission,
Los Angeles County shall rebury the Native
American human remains and associated
grave goods with appropriate dignity on the
property in a location not subject to further
subsurface disturbance. Construction work
will resume only after proper authorization is
received from the County of Los Angeles.
Geology and Soils
Less-than-significant GEO-11:Dust control measures shall be implemented Construction Construction
emissions of respirable during project construction activities in Contractor/
particulate matter addition to grading. County of Los
(PM1o) with the Angeles Department
incorporation of of Public Works
mitigation measure
1 Mitigation Measure GEO-1 was eliminated because it duplicated project design features.
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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Issues/Impacts Level of Significance Mitigation Measures Responsible Party/ | Implementation
After Mitigation Monitoring Party Stage
GEO-1.
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Transformers, capacitors, and | Less-than-significant HM-1: PCBs associated  with  transformers, | Construction Construction
switchgear equipment were impact on PCBs with the capacitors, or switchgear equipment, if any, | Contractor/
observed on the north side of | incorporation of shall be properly managed prior to removal. | County of Los
Airpark Way during the site mitigation measure Angeles Department
visit; therefore, the Project HM-1. of Public Works
could result in potential
impacts due to
polychlorinated biphenyl
(PCB), an environmentally
regulated material used in
dielectric fluid in some
electrical equipment.
The Terminal Building and Less-than-significant HM-2: Anassessment for ACMs and LBP shall be Construction Construction
other structures constructed | impact on PCBs with the performed by certified professionals for Contractor/
prior to 1981 could contain incorporation of buildings or other structures that will be County of Los
asbestos-containing materials | mitigation measure removed or altered as part of the Whiteman | Angeles Department
(ACMs) in ceilings, flooring, or | HM-2. Airport Master Plan project. ACMs and LBP | of Public Works
pipe coverings; and lead will be properly abated prior to demolition.
based paint (LBP) may also
have been used in these
structures.
Household paints, petroleum | Less-than-significant HM-3: The Northeast County T-Hangers storage Construction Prior to
products, hazardous materials | impact with the facilities shall be inspected for household Contractor/ demolition
and waste may be stored in incorporation of paints, petroleum products, hazardous County of Los
some of the Northeast County | mitigation measure HM- materials and waste prior to demolition. If Angeles Department
T-Hangers. 3. any of these materials are present, the of Public Works
materials shall be properly disposed.
Some Project areas to be Less-than-significant HM-4: Potentially disturbed areas associated with Construction Prior to
modified or constructed impact with the certain project areas to be modified or Contractor/ modification or
during or after 2014 were not | incorporation of constructed during or after 2014 shall be County of Los construction
inspected because the mitigation measure HM- inspected by qualified professionals prior to | Angeles Department | activities in these
locations were not known to 4. modification or construction. of Public Works Project areas
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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++ Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program <«

Issues/Impacts Level of Significance Mitigation Measures Responsible Party/ | Implementation
After Mitigation Monitoring Party Stage
Mr. Ara Martirosyan,
Assistant Airport Manager, at
the time of the property visit
by UltraSystems.
Noise
Predicted increases in Less-than-significant N-1: The construction contractor shall ensure Construction Construction
ambient noise levels resulting | impact with the that all construction equipment, fixed or Contractor /
from project construction incorporation of mobile, is properly operating (tuned-up) and | County of Los
activities will exceed the City | mitigation measure N-1. that mufflers are working adequately. Angeles Department
of Los Angeles’ thresholds for of Public Works
significance under CEQA at
two sensitive receivers.
Predicted increases in Less-than-significant N-2 The construction contractor shall ensure Construction Construction
ambient noise levels resulting | impact with the that all construction equipment is located so | Contractor /
from project construction incorporation of that emitted noise is directed away from County of Los
activities will exceed the City | mitigation measure N-2. sensitive noise receivers. Angeles Department
of Los Angeles’ thresholds for of Public Works
significance under CEQA at
two sensitive receivers.
Predicted increases in Less-than-significant N-3: The construction contractor shall ensure Construction Construction
ambient noise levels resulting | impact with the that stockpiling and vehicle-staging areas are | Contractor /
from project construction incorporation of located as far as practical from noise- County of Los
activities will exceed the City | mitigation measure N-3. sensitive receptors during construction Angeles Department
of Los Angeles’ thresholds for activities. of Public Works
significance under CEQA at
two sensitive receivers.
Predicted increases in Less-than-significant N-4: The construction contractor shall route Construction Construction
ambient noise levels resulting | impact with the heavily loaded trucks away from Contractor /
from project construction incorporation of neighboring residential dwelling units. County of Los
activities will exceed the City | mitigation measure N-4. Angeles Department
of Los Angeles’ thresholds for of Public Works
significance under CEQA at
two sensitive receivers.
Predicted increases in Less-than-significant N-5: Two weeks prior to the construction, the Construction Pre-Construction
ambient noise levels resulting | impact with the construction contractor shall provide Contractor /
from project construction incorporation of notification in writing to adjacent residences | County of Los

activities will exceed the City

mitigation measure N-5.

if they will be located within 150 feet of the

Angeles Department

Whiteman Airport Master Plan
Initial Study of Environmental Factors

May 2014
Page 3-7




++ Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program <«

Issues/Impacts Level of Significance Mitigation Measures Responsible Party/ | Implementation
After Mitigation Monitoring Party Stage
of Los Angeles’ thresholds for active construction activity. of Public Works
significance under CEQA at
two sensitive receivers.
Predicted increases in Less-than-significant N-6: The construction contractor shall provide Construction Construction
ambient noise levels resulting | impact with the temporary noise barriers, including sound Contractor /
from project construction incorporation of blankets, between the areas of active County of Los
activities will exceed the City | mitigation measure N-6. construction and sensitive receivers. Angeles Department
of Los Angeles’ thresholds for of Public Works
significance under CEQA at
two sensitive receivers.
Predicted increases in Less-than-significant N-7: The construction contractor shall, to the Construction Construction
ambient noise levels resulting | impact with the extent practicable, use electrically powered Contractor /
from project construction incorporation of equipment instead of equipment powered by | County of Los
activities will exceed the City | mitigation measure N-7. fuel consumption; the electric power in this Angeles Department
of Los Angeles’ thresholds for case shall not be derived from use of on-site | of Public Works
significance under CEQA at fossil fuel-based generator sets.
two sensitive receivers.
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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4.0

ATTACHMENT A

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM WHITEMAN AIRPORT MASTER PLAN
UPDATE

AESTHETICS - Would the project:

a)

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?

A scenic highway within the City of Los Angeles is generally defined as an arterial street or
state highway which traverses area(s) of natural scenic quality in undeveloped or sparsely
developed areas of the City; or (2) an arterial street which traverses urban area(s) of
cultural, historical or aesthetic value which merit protection and enhancement. According
to the Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan® that governs the area in which Whiteman Airport
is located, there are no designated scenic vistas in the vicinity of Whiteman Airport. The
City General Plan® has designated several highways near the project area as scenic
highways, including Big Tujunga Canyon Road (5 miles east), Foothill Freeway (1 miles
north), Sunland Boulevard (2.5 miles southeast), and La Tuna Canyon Road (2.7 miles
southeast).

The proposed project includes at-grade improvements such as improvements to the
airport runways, reconfiguration of existing roadways within airport property, and
construction of a new automobile parking lot and a new non-airworthy aircraft tie-down
parking area. Improvements also include above grade improvements such as the
construction of a new two-story terminal facility and demolition of the existing one-story
terminal facility, and construction of new conventional and portable hangars among
existing hangars. Construction of the new terminal facility near the center of the property
will require the grading of a portion of the hill facing southwest towards the runways.
Helicopter operations would be consolidated to the existing terminal area once it is
demolished. A new hangar area will be constructed northeast of the existing southern
hangar area that is adjacent to the County of Los Angeles Fire Department. No new
hangars will be built at heights greater than existing hangars.

Due to the distance from Whiteman Airport to these city-designated scenic highways, and
the low height of the proposed improvements, the proposed project would not obstruct
views from associated scenic highways. Therefore, project impacts on scenic vistas would
be less than significant.

Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a State scenic highway?

The project site is not located within a California State Scenic Highway as designated on
the California Scenic Highway Mapping System.® The nearest officially state designated

Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan. 1996. Available at http://cityplanning.lacity.org/complan/pdf/arlcptxt.pdf.
Accessed on October 2012.

Transportation Element of General Plan. 1999. Available at
http://cityplanning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpin/transelt/ TEMaps/E_Scnc.gif. Accessed October 2012.
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California Department of Transportation, 2010. California Scenic Highway Mapping System website. Available
at www.dot.ca.gov/hg/LandArch/scenic_highways/. Accessed on May 19, 2010.
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scenic highway is State Route 2 (SR-2), which is located approximately 11.85 miles to the
east of the project site. However, the project site is approximately 1.0 mile southwest of
Interstate 210 (I-210). Based on the California Scenic Highway Mapping System website,
[-210 is designated as an Eligible State Scenic Highway - Not Officially Designated. The
proposed project would make improvements to an existing site with the existing use as a
general aviation airport. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a significant
impact to scenic resources within [-210.

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its [ ] [] [X []
surroundings?

The project site is an airport facility located on flat graded terrain. The northeast side of the
airport property consists of undeveloped open space. The project vicinity is generally a
built-out area, and is typical of an urbanized community. The project site is immediately
surrounded by residential land uses to the northeast; Roger Jessup Park and the Los
Angeles County Fire Department (LACFD) border its southeast boundary; commercial,
industrial and residential land uses line its southwest boundary; and more commercial and
residential land uses are less than 0.1 mile away to the northwest.

The Hansen Dam Recreation Area is a scenic resource located more than one-half mile
east-northeast of the proposed project. Hansen Dam Park is developed or designated as
a regional recreational facility and equestrian center. A system of equestrian trails is
proposed to connect Hansen Dam Park with nearby horse-keeping areas.

Based on the summary of the proposed improvements specified in l.a. above,
improvements would be completed at-grade, above-grade new development would be low
in height, and would be limited to the boundaries of the existing airport facility. The
replacement terminal would be two stories, and new hangars would not exceed the height
of existing hangars. These improvements are visually consistent with the airport at its
current state, and would not significantly impact views from the Hansen Dam Recreation
Area. The proposed project would make improvements to an existing site with existing
use as an airport. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or [ ] [] [X []
nighttime views in the area?

The project site currently includes a number of light sources, including apron lighting and
airport runway lighting, which are necessary for safe landing of aircraft. The airport is
equipped with visual aids, which assist pilots in locating the airport at night or during other
periods of reduced visibility. They include:

e Rotating Beacon - a visual aid that indicates the location of an airport. Alternating
white and green beams indicate an airport with beacons located either on or close
to an airport. The beacon at Whiteman Airport is located on top of the control
tower.

e Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) - provides vertical visual glide path
information to approaching pilots and consists of two, three, or four boxes of lights
usually located on the left side of the associated runway. Runway 12 and 30 are
both equipped with a two-box PAPI. Runway 12 PAPI is on the right side of the

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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runway and the Runway 30 PAPI is located to the left of the runway. The PAPI
system can usually be seen for up to five miles during the day and up to 20 miles
at night. Approach angles for both runways are set at an angle of 3.8 degrees.

e Runway End Identifier Lights (REIL) — are two synchronized flashing lights, one
on each side of the displaced runway threshold, which provide rapid and positive
identification of a runway end to approaching pilots. Runways 12 and 30 are
equipped with REIL.

e Medium Intensity Runway Lights (MIRL) - Runways 12 and 30 are equipped
with MIRL, which are used to outline the edges of runways during periods of
darkness or restricted visibility.

The proposed project would replace MIRLs as a result of the runway relocation and
upgrade apron lighting. Since the existing MIRLs will be relocated to a different location
within the Whiteman Airport, this would not affect the daytime or nighttime views in the
area. The purpose of additional apron lighting is to deter theft, vandalism, and other illegal
activity at night. These lights would be directed into the airport, and therefore, light
spillover to adjacent properties would be limited. The aforementioned light sources would
not significantly increase the amount of light and glare compared to existing conditions.
Therefore, it is not anticipated that the project would result in significant light and glare
impacts, which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

Airport improvements are not expected to create unusual lighting conditions that would be
considered sufficient to warrant a special study. Normally, impacts of light improvements
at airports are not substantial. Lighting associated with relocation of the terminal area is
not expected to be significant.
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AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES - In determining whether impacts to
agricultural resources are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to the
California Agricultural Land Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the
California Department of Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on
agriculture and farmland. In determining whether impacts to forest resources, including
timberland, are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may refer to information
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding the state’s
inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and the Forest
Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. -- Would the project:

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance
(Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland Mapping and
Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to nonagricultural use?

According to the Los Angeles Important Farmland 2008 map” prepared by the Department
of Conservation Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program, the project site is outside of the
survey boundary. Improvements associated with the proposed project do not have the
potential to affect agricultural resources since development would occur in areas that have
been previously disturbed with non-agricultural uses. In addition, the project site is
surrounded by residential uses, the Los Angeles County Fire Department, and railroad
tracks operated by the LACMTA. As there are no agricultural uses on or adjacent to the
project site, the proposed project would not convert any farmland to non-agricultural use.

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use or a Williamson Act contract?

The zoning (City of Los Angeles) for the project site includes Open Space, Public Facilities
and Restricted Light Industrial zones. The project site is currently not being used for
agricultural uses; therefore, the project would not conflict with zoning for agricultural use.
According to the California Department of Conservation, as of July 2005, all counties
except Del Norte, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Inyo, and Yuba offer Williamson Act
contracts.” As there are no Williamson Act contracts in Los Angeles County, the proposed
project would not conflict with a Williamson Act contract. Therefore, no project impact
would result.

¢) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public Resources Code
Section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government
Code Section 51104(g))?

The zoning (City of Los Angeles) for the project site includes Open Space, Public Facilities
and Restricted Light Industrial zones. The proposed project is an existing site with existing
use as a general aviation airport. The majority of the proposed improvements would occur

Whiteman Airport Master Plan
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California Department of Conservation, 2010. Farmland Mapping & Monitoring Program, Los Angeles Important
Farmland 2008. Available at ftp:/ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/FMMP/pdf/2008/l10s08.pdf. Accessed on March 24,

2010.

California Department of Conservation, 2010. Williamson Act Program - Basic Contract Provisions webpage.

Available at

http://www.consrv.ca.gov/dIrp/lca/basic_contract provisions/Pages/index.aspx#does%20my%20county%20parti

cipate. Accessed on August 9, 2010.
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on existing developed land. A small area of development would occur on undeveloped
land, but a portion of this area has already been graded. In addition, there is no forest
land or timberland on or adjacent to the project site. Therefore, the proposed project
would result in no impact to forest land or timberland.
d) Resultin the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest use? (][] [ X

The proposed project is an existing site with existing use as a general aviation airport.
The majority of the proposed improvements would occur on existing developed land. A
small area of development would occur on undeveloped land, approximately 2.6 acres on
a hill near the center of the site; however, much of this area has already been graded and
previously disturbed. A portion of the hill has been used by a company that was removing
dirt for fill material at other sites.

In addition, there is no forest land on or adjacent to the project site. Thus, the proposed
project would not result in the loss of forest land or result in the conversion of forest land to
non-forest use.

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, [ ] [] [] [X
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use or conversion of forest land
to non-forest use?

Adoption of the proposed project would not result in changes to the environment due to its
location or nature that could result in converting farmland to non-agricultural use or
converting forest land to non-forest use. As discussed within this section, there are no
agricultural or forest uses on or in the vicinity of the project site. The proposed project
would make improvements to an existing airport, which would not increase capacity or use
of the airport. Therefore, no loss of farmland to non-agricultural use or loss of forest land
to non-forest use would result.
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Il AIR QUALITY - Where available, the significance criteria established by the applicable air
quality management or air pollution control district may be relied upon to make the following
determinations.

Discussion:

The proposed project site is located in the Pacoima district of the City of Los Angeles, which is
located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The SCAB includes all of Orange County and
the non-desert portions of Los Angeles County, most of Riverside County, and the western
portion of San Bernardino County—including some portions of what was previously known as
the Southeast Desert Air Basin. The South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
is responsible for preparing a regional Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) to improve air
quality in the SCAB. The AQMP includes a variety of strategies to accommodate growth to
reduce the high levels of pollutants within the region in order to meet State and federal air
quality performance standards, and to minimize the fiscal impact that pollution control
measures have on the local economy.

SCAQMD adopted its CEQA Air Quality Handbook in 1993 to assist other public agencies with
the preparation of air quality analyses. The SCAQMD-established thresholds for construction
and operation emissions are used to evaluate impacts on regional air quality.
The following acronyms for studied air pollutants are used in this section:

CO Carbon monoxide

NO,  Nitrogen oxides

O3 Ozone

PMy,  Respirable particulate matter (up to 10 micrometers in diameter)

PM,s Fine particulate matter (up to 2.5 micrometers in diameter)

SO, Sulfur dioxide

VOC / ROG Volatile organic compounds / Reactive organic gases
The term “ROG” is used by the California Air Resources Board (CARB) for air quality analysis
and is defined essentially the same as the federal term “VOC.” The U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency’s general definition of VOCs is “organic chemical compounds whose
composition makes it possible for them to evaporate under normal indoor atmospheric
conditions of temperature and pressure."6 The emissions modeling described in lll.b below
shows that maximum sulfur dioxide emissions will be about 1.3 pounds per day. Furthermore,

the proposed project will have no lead emission sources. Therefore, SO, and lead are not
discussed in the air quality analysis.

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality [ ] [] X []
plan?

®  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency — Air. Volatile Organic Compounds Technical Overview.

http://www.epa.gov/iag/voc2.html, October 19, 2012
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The SCAQMD has established an AQMP that proposes policies and measures to achieve
federal and state standards for healthful air quality in the SCAB. The most recently
approved AQMP was adopted by the SCAQMD Board of Directors on June 1, 2007.

The AQMP incorporates land use assumptions from local general plans and regional
growth projections developed by Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG)
to estimate stationary and mobile source air emissions associated with projected
population and planned land uses. If the proposed land use is consistent with the local
general plan, then the impact of the project is presumed to have been accounted for in the
AQMP. This is because the land use and transportation control sections of the AQMP are
based on the SCAG regional growth forecasts, which incorporated projections from local
general plans.

Another measurement tool in determining consistency with the AQMP is to determine
whether a project would generate population and employment growth and, if so, whether
that growth would exceed the growth rates forecasted in the AQMP and how the project
would accommodate the expected increase in population or employment.

The proposed project, which would make improvements to an existing site with existing
use as a general aviation airport, will not conflict with the land use designation specified in
the City’s General Plan because the Whiteman Airport is located on land designated as
Public Facilities, which includes general aviation airports. Whiteman Airport will continue to
be a general aviation airport after the completion of these improvements. The proposed
project will not construct any new housing units and will not increase the airport capacity.
Since the proposed project is neither a source of new housing nor a significant source of
new jobs, the proposed project is not considered growth or population-inducing on a
regional scale. Therefore, the proposed project will not conflict with or obstruct the
implementation of the AQMP. The impact will be less than significant.

b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing [ ] [ ] X [ ]
or projected air quality violation?

Air quality impacts are typically divided into two categories, short-term impacts and long-
term impacts. Short-term impacts are associated with construction activities such as
demolition, excavation, structural construction, paving, and finishing of the proposed
project. Long-term impacts are associated with the operation of the proposed project.
Table 11I-1 (SCAQMD Significance Thresholds for Regional Impacts) presents the
significance thresholds for criteria air pollutants established by SCAQMD. A project is
considered to generate a regional air quality impact if emissions from its construction
and/or operational activities exceed the corresponding SCAQMD significance thresholds.
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Table IlI-1 - SCAQMD Significance Thresholds for Regional Impacts

Pollutant Emission Threshold (Ibs/day)
Project Phase

ROG NOy (6{0) PMj, PM;s SOy

Construction 75 100 550 150 55 150

Operation 55 55 550 150 55 150

Source: SCAQMD, CEQA Air Quality Handbook, November 1993 (Revised October 2006).
Construction Impacts

Because funding for many of the distant future projects is uncertain, the present analysis
was limited to those projects contained in the County of Los Angeles’ five-year Federal
Airport Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP) and the ten-year State Capital Improvement Plan
— California Aviation System Plan (CIP).7 The analysis focused upon 14 airport
improvement “projects” to be implemented between 2013 and 2022 according to the ACIP
and the CIP. Estimates of the types and numbers of pieces of equipment anticipated in
each phase of construction and development were based on equipment requirements of
similar airport construction projects. Pollutant emissions would vary from day to day
depending on the intensity and type of construction activity. Table IlI-2 (Project Summary
and Construction Timeline) shows a brief summary of the 14 projects, as well as a
projected timeline for construction.® Additionally, a detailed summary of the projects,
including maps showing their locations, can be found in Appendix C of the Revised Air
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis for Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update.

Project data provided in email from Patrick Di Leva, Airport Project Coordinator, County of Los Angeles
Department of Public Works, Alhambra, California to Lucia Luu, UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated,
Irvine, California (September 27, 2012).

The project construction timeline was developed by the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works and
UltraSystems Environmental, Inc.
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Table IllI-2 Project Summary and Construction Timeline
. . . . Period of .
Project Project Construction | Construction . Construction
g Construction .
Number Description Start Date End Date Equipment
Overlap
Used
Replacement of Forklifts
12 10,000 linear feet | February September None Tractors
’ of perimeter 2013 2013 Loaders
fencing Backhoes
Welders
. Graders
Grading and .
stabilization of gubber Tired
1.3 existing hill on March 2014 August 2014 None TOZ?S
northeast portion ng%g::
i
ofairport Backhoes
Water Trucks
Graders
Pavers/Paving
Airpark Way will Equipment
be rerouted Rollers
along new Rubber Tired
1.4 stabilized portion January 2015 | May 2015 None Dozers
of hill from Tractors
Project 1.3 Loaders
Backhoes
Water Trucks
Construct a .
71,000-square- December _Frorkilfts
15 yard transient June 2015 None ractors
. 2015 Loaders
parking Backhoes
ramp/apron Welders
21 Construct two- February Forklifts
) story public use December 2016 to Tractors
\(Noit\rlweg?;s general aviation January 2016 2016 December Loaders
) building 2016 Backhoes
Welders
Shorten runway
29 lengths and February Forklifts
(éverla s demolish February December 2016 to Tractors
With 2 1';’ approximately 2016 2016 December Loaders
’ 12,700 square 2016 Backhoes
feet of taxiways Welders
Construct a .
21,570 square _Frorkilfts
2.3 yard hold apron January 2017 | March 2017 None ractors
Loaders
near end of Backhoes
R
unway 30 Welders
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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. . . . Period of .
Project Project Construction | Construction c : Construction
ko onstruction :
Number Description Start Date End Date Overla Equipment
p
Used
Table IlI-2 Project Summary and Construction Timeline (Continued)
Graders
After current Pavers/Paving
terminal building Equipment
is relocated, . December Rollers
2.1 reconstruct April 2017 2017 None Tractors
airport entrance Loaders
road Backhoes
Water Trucks
2.9 Stripe vehicle January 2018 | Striping
zipper lane on February .
(Overlaps S January 2018 to February Equipment
with 2.10) | &Xsting 2018 2018 Grinders
) pavement
Forklifts
2.10 Construct 8-foot January 2018 | Tractors
tall block wall in
(Overlaps . January 2018 | June 2018 to February Loaders
with 2.9) | lleu of current 2018 Backhoes
perimeter fence W
elders
Survey
2.11 underground January 2019 | June 2019 None None
utilities
Forklifts
Construct two Tractors
3.3 high speed January 2020 | June 2020 None Loaders
taxiways Backhoes
Welders
Cement Mixers
Graders
Pavers/Paving
Construct non- Equipment
3.8 airworthy aircraft | January 2021 | June 2021 None Rollers
parking area Tractors
Loaders
Backhoes
Water Trucks
Acquire 10.8
3.10 acres in avigation | January 2022 | June 2022 None None
easements
Project construction emissions were estimated using the construction module of
CalEEMod. For the purpose of this analysis, it was estimated that the construction of the
proposed projects would begin in February 2013 and take 10 years. The types and
numbers of pieces of equipment anticipated in each phase of construction and
development were estimated based on equipment requirements of similar airport
construction projects. Equipment exhaust emissions were determined using CalEEMod
default values for horsepower and load factors, which are from the CARB’s
OFFROAD2007 model. Table IlI-3 (Maximum Daily Construction Emissions of Criteria
Pollutants, Unmitigated) summarizes the modeling results for the maximum daily
construction emissions of each criteria pollutant, and accounts for the overlap in
construction timing in 2016 and 2018.
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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Table 11I-3 Maximum Daily Construction Emissions of Criteria Pollutants, Unmitigated

Maximum Emissions (Ibs/day)

Construction Activity

ROG NOy CO PMj PM, 5
Maximum Cumulative | 10.81 88.26 63.70 127.12 7.28
Emissions
Time Period Start 03-03-14 | 03-03-14 | 03-03-14 | 03-03-14 | 01-02-15
Time Period End 06-20-14 | 06-20-14 | 06-20-14 | 06-20-14 | 05-21-15
Project number (s) /| 1.3 /|13 /|13 /113 /|14 /
Construction Activities Grading Grading Grading Grading Grading
SCAQMD Significance | 75 100 550 150 55
Significant (Yes or No) | No No No No No

Source: Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2011.1.1).

Unmitigated daily emissions for all criteria pollutant do not exceed their respective
SCAQMD significance thresholds; therefore, impacts will be less than significant.

Operational Impacts

The Airport Master Plan Update forecasts annual aircraft operations in 2013, 2018 and
2030 to be 112,900, 121,900 and 143,500, respectively.9 Since 1985, aircraft operations
have fluctuated considerably, from 159,808 in 1988 to 87,406 in 2008." If there has been
any trend in recent years, it has been downward after 1999. Indeed, the 2013 forecast is
higher than the historical value for 15 out of the 24 years from 1985 through 2008; the
2030 forecast value is higher than the historical value for 20 of the 24 years. It is
unreasonable to assume that aircraft operations will steadily increase through 2030.
Additionally, the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) Regional
General Aviation Forecast Phase 1 Technical Report forecasts future general aircraft
operations in Southern California using three different methodologies. Each methodology
reached the conclusion that future aircraft operations in the Southern California region
would decrease.™ Thus, for this analysis, it was assumed that future operations under the
proposed project would be less than the aircraft operations in 2010, the NOP date, which
is approximately 103,050." Therefore, no increase in annual aircraft operations from the
June 2010 level is assumed in this analysis.

Because no increase in annual aircraft operations from the June 2010 level is assumed in
this analysis, emissions from aircraft operations, from aircraft as well as from ground
support equipment, were not estimated. The primary source of operational emissions
would be vehicle exhaust emissions generated from project-induced vehicle trips, known
as “mobile source emissions.” Other emissions, identified as “area source emissions,”
would be generated from energy consumption for water and space heating for the

10
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Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update. Final Report. Prepared by AECOM, Orange, California for County of Los
Angeles, Department of Public Works, Alhambra, California (February 2011), pp. 4-7.

Ibid., pp. 3-32.

Regional General Aviation Forecast Phase 1 Technical Report. Prepared by Aviation System Consulting, LLC,
Berkeley, California for Southern California Association of Governments, Los Angeles, California (December

2011).

Average between 2007 operations and projected 2013 operations. See footnote 4.
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proposed terminal facility; structural maintenance and landscaping activities; and use of
consumer products. These operational emissions were estimated for Project 2.1,
Construction of Public Use General Aviation Building and Associated Parking and Green
Space, and are the only operational emissions that are anticipated to be over the 2010
baseline. None of the other 13 projects to be implemented between 2013 and 2022 will
affect the number of vehicle trips or generate area source emissions.

Operational emissions from the Project 2.1, as described above, were estimated using the
operational (vehicle) and area emissions modules of CalEEMod. The vehicle trip
generation rates of the proposed project were obtained from vehicle counts provided by
the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, which keeps records of vehicles
entering and exiting Whiteman Airport at the Main, North and South gates.13 In addition,
default values generated by CalEEMod, including the expected vehicle fleet mix for 2016,
when Project 2.1 is expected to be operational, and vehicle traveling speed and distance
assumptions, were used in the model run. CalEEMod’s default values for temperature for
Los Angeles County were used.

The model-predicted area source and mobile source emissions for the proposed project at
full buildout are shown in Table IlI-4 (Net Daily Project Operational Emissions Increase
Over Baseline). As indicated in Table 1lI-4, the long-term project operational emissions of
ROG, NO,, CO, PM,o, and PM, s will be less than significant.

Table 1ll-4 Net Daily Project Operational Emissions Increase Over Baseline

Pollutant (Ibs/day)
Emissions Source

ROG NOx CO PMyo PM2s
Area Source Emissions 0.43 0.05 0.04 0.00 0.00
Mobile Source Emissions 4.74 11.24 44.73 9.52 0.83
Total Operational Emissions 5.17 11.29 44.77 9.52 0.83
SCAQMD Significance Thresholds | 55 55 550 150 55
Significant (Yes or No) No No No No No

Source: Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2011.1.1).

c) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria [] [J] X [J
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)?

The proposed project is in state and federal nonattainment areas for Oz, PM;g and PM,s.
Typically, the approach for assessing cumulative operational impacts is based on the
AQMP’s forecasts of attainment of ambient air quality standards in accordance with the

13 County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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d)

requirements of the federal and State Clean Air Acts. This forecast also takes into
account future regional growth identified by the regional transportation planning agency.
The analysis of cumulative impacts focuses on determining whether the proposed project
is consistent with forecasted future regional growth. If a proposed project is consistent
with the regional population, housing, and employment growth assumptions upon which
the AQMP is based, then future development will not impede the attainment of ambient air
quality standards, and a significant cumulative air quality impact will not occur.

As discussed previously, operation of the proposed projects will not introduce significant
new air emissions to the region and will not conflict with or obstruct the implementation of
the AQMP. Therefore, the impacts will be less than significant.

Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?

Sensitive receptors located near a project’s vicinity will be subject to localized air quality
impacts due to project-generated emissions. Sensitive receptors are persons who are
more susceptible to air pollution than the general population, such as children, athletes,
the elderly, and the chronically ill. Examples of land use types where substantial numbers
of sensitive receptors are often found are schools, daycare centers, parks, recreational
areas, medical facilities, nursing homes, and convalescent care facilities. Residential
areas are also considered to be sensitive to air pollution because residents (including
children and the elderly) tend to be at home for extended periods of time, resulting in
sustained exposure to pollutants. Residential neighborhoods are on almost all sides of the
airport. The nearest sensitive receptor varies from improvement project to project. Note
that the sensitive receptors nearest the Airport boundaries are not necessarily the
“nearest” for the purpose of a localized air quality analysis. Impacts are estimated for the
sensitive receptors closest to the emission source(s) for a particular project. For more
details refer to Figure llI-1 (Sensitive Receptors Surrounding Whiteman Airport), Table IlI-
5 (Sensitive Land Uses Near Whiteman Airport), and Appendix C Revised Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Analysis for Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update for a figure of nearby
sensitive receptors, a table showing sensitive land uses near Whiteman Airport, and
figures showing the location of each of the 14 projects, respectively.

Short-Term Impacts

Construction of the proposed project would generate short-term and intermittent
emissions. As discussed above, with the implementation of mitigation measures, short-
term regional impacts would be considered less than significant.  Table IlI-6 through
Table 111-9 show the results of the localized significance analysis, which was based upon
the SCAQMD localized significance thresholds (LSTs) for a one-acre disturbance area.™
For Project 1.3, which has a maximum daily disturbed area of 8.5 acres, the LST value for
5 acres was used. Note that Project 2.11 and 3.10 were not included in the localized
significance analysis since these projects would not require construction activities.
Additionally, Projects 2.1 and 2.2, as well as Projects 2.9 and 2.10, were analyzed
together since their construction periods overlap.

14
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A one-acre area was selected because each project’s work area, with the exception of Project 1.3, is less than or
equal to one acre.
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Figure lll-1 - Sensitive Receptors Surrounding Whiteman Airport
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Table llI-5 Sensitive Land Uses Near Whiteman Airport
Distance from
Map ID | Sensitive Land Use Location MG
Boundary
(Feet)
Sinale-famil Northwest side of Pierce Street
1 ge-tamily between Herrick Avenue and 1,210
residential
Glenoaks Boulevard
2 Pacoima Early 11059 Herrick Avenue 1170
Education Center Pacoima, CA 91331-1945 ’
3 giﬁggra Charter 11016 Norris Avenue Pacoima, 1,650
CA 91331
12467 Osborne Street Pacoima,
4 Roger Jessup Park CA 91331 367
5 Guardian Angel 10919 Norris Avenue Pacoima, 860
Catholic School CA 91331
Multiole-famil Northwest side of Pierce Street
6 uple- y between Norris Avenue and Pala 1,020
residential
Avenue
Sinale-famil Northwest side of Pierce Street
7 gle-lamily between Pala Avenue and Sutter 780
residential
Avenue
Shelter Isle Mobile Northeast corner of Pierce Street
. and De Foe Avenue and
8 Estates (mobile home h £ Gl K 570
ark) southeast corner o Glenoaks
P Boulevard and Gain Street
9 Multiple-family West side of Osborne Street at 730
residential end of De Haven Avenue
Sinale-famil Southeast of Osborne Street
10 gie-family between San Fernando Road 900
residential
and Bradley Avenue
11 Sm_gle-famlly Soupheast of Airpark Way, east 1,720
residential of Airport
Sinale-famil Southwest of San Fernando
12 gle-tamily Road and Northeast of El 1,230
residential
Dorado Avenue
13 David M. Gonzales 10943 Herrick Avenue, Pacoima, 420
Recreation Center CA 91331
14 Sln_gle-fz_imlly Southwest side of llex Avenue 500
residential
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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Table 1-6 Results of Localized Significance Analysis for NOy
Project | Nearest Distance Calculated | Threshold | Exceeds
Number | Receptor Type | From Emissions | Emissions | Threshold?
Receptor (m) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day)
Multiple Family
1.2 Residential 19 4.29 80 No
Single Family
1.3 Residential 346 41.05 155 No
Single Family
1.4 Residential 403 52.77 169 No
Single Family
1> Residential 346 3.65 155 No
2.1 and | Single Family
2.2 Residential 386 6.68 165 No
2.2 and | Single Family
2.1 Residential 64 6.68 85 No
Single Family
2:3 Residential 94 3.05 92 No
Single Family
2.7 Residential 205 19.34 123 No
2.9 and | Single Family
2.10 Residential 521 6.39 191 No
2.10 Single Family
and 2.9 | Residential 17 6.39 80 No
Single Family
33 Residential 171 2.35 114 No
Single Family
3.8 Residential 76 16.22 88 No
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
Initial Study of Environmental Factors Page 4-16
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Table IlI-7 Results of Localized Significance Analysis for CO
Project | Nearest Distance Calculated | Threshold | Exceeds
Number | Receptor Type | From Emissions | Emissions | Threshold?
Receptor (m) | (Ibs/day) | (Ibs/day)
Multiple Family
1.2 Residential 19 3.64 498 No
Single Family
1.3 Residential 346 23.51 4,671 No
Single Family
1.4 Residential 403 33.02 5,642 No
Single Family
1.5 Residential 346 3.55 4,671 No
2.1 and | Single Family
2.2 Residential 386 7.04 5,355 No
2.2 and | Single Family
2.1 Residential 64 7.04 847 No
Single Family
2:3 Residential 94 3.48 1,104 No
Single Family
2.7 Residential 205 15.34 2,303 No
2.9 and | Single Family
2.10 Residential 521 6.88 7,267 No
2.10 Single Family
and 2.9 | Residential 17 6.88 498 No
Single Family
3.3 Residential 1n 3.39 1,912 No
Single Family
3.8 Residential 6 16.98 957 No
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
Initial Study of Environmental Factors Page 4-17
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Table IlI-8 Results of Localized Significance Analysis for PMyq
Project | Nearest Distance Calculated | Threshold | Exceeds
Number | Receptor Type | From Emissions | Emissions | Threshold?
Receptor (m) | (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)
12 Multiple Family | 4 0.32 4 No
Residential
1.3 Single Family | ¢ 8.11 124° No
Residential
1.4 Single Family | 43 9.15 110 No
Residential
15 Single Family | 5,4 0.25 94 No
Residential
2.1 and | Single Family
2.2 Residential 386 0.5 105 No
2.2 and | Single Family
2.1 Residential 64 0.5 1 No
23 Single Family | o, 0.2 24 No
Residential
2.7 Single Family | 545 1.34 55 No
Residential
2.9 and | Single Family
2.10 Residential 521 0.44 136 No
2.10 Single Family
and 2.9 | Residential 1 0.44 4 No
3.3 Single Family | ;74 0.12 46 No
Residential
3.8 Single Family | 7¢ 1.04 20 No
Residential
®For a 5-acre site.
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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Table 1lI-9 Results of Localized Significance Analysis for PM, s
Project | Nearest Distance Calculated | Threshold | Exceeds
Number | Receptor Type | From Emissions | Emissions | Threshold?
Receptor (m) | (Ibs/day) (Ibs/day)

Multiple Family
1.2 Residential 19 0.32 3 No

Single Family
1.3 Residential 346 5.29 42 No

Single Family
14 Residential 403 6.38 52 No

Single Family
15 Residential 346 0.25 42 No
2.1 and | Single Family
2.2 Residential 386 0.44 49 No
2.2 and | Single Family
2.1 Residential 64 0.44 > No

Single Family
2.3 Residential 94 02 8 No

Single Family
2.7 Residential 205 1.34 19 No
2.9 and | Single Family
2.10 Residential 521 0.44 68 No
2.10 Single Family
and 2.9 | Residential o 0.44 3 No

Single Family
3.3 Residential 171 0.12 15 No

Single Family
3.8 Residential 76 1.04 6 No
As shown in Table 11I-6 through Table I1I-9, unmitigated emissions are below the LSTs for
all pollutants. According to the SCAQMD, if emissions are below the threshold for an area
that is less than the project disturbed area then they will be considered to be below the
threshold for their actual area.® In other words, as the area of the disturbed area
increases, so does the threshold. Thus, if the project is less than significant using a
threshold for a disturbed area that is smaller than what is present (a lower threshold than
the threshold that should exist), then the project will be less than significant. Therefore the

* personal communication from James Koizumi, South Coast Air Quality Management District, Diamond Bar,
California to Michael Rogozen, UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated, Irvine, California (July 8, 2008).
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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localized impact for all the projects will be less than significant.

Although sensitive receptors would be exposed to diesel exhaust from construction
equipment, which has been associated with lung cancer, the duration of exposure would
not be sufficient to result in a significant cancer risk. Carcinogenic health risk
assessments are based upon an assumption of 70 years continuous exposure, while the
exposure in the present case would be intermittent over a maximum of about ten years.
Therefore, no cancer health risk assessment was necessary. Acute noncancer risk
assessments are based upon one-hour maximum exposures, but acute reference
exposure levels (RELs) for diesel exhaust and diesel particulate matter have not been
established by the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment.’

As discussed above, aircraft operations will remain below June 2010 levels. Because
ground-based operations are somewhat proportional to aircraft operation, the proposed
project would not introduce significant new sources of stationary source emissions. (See
Table 1lI-4.) Area source emissions generated on-site by operation and maintenance of
the proposed airport land uses would be minimal, and would not expose adjacent sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Regarding exposure of sensitive receptors to diesel exhaust, or particulate matter, as
discussed above, the project operations would not include any major diesel particulate
matter sources. As the general aviation operations will not increase in the future, the only
increase in operations from 2010 is associated with the new general aviation building. The
general aviation building includes a lobby, administrative services, a pilots’ lounge, offices,
a supply shop, and a restaurant. None of the general aviation building’s land uses are a
major source of diesel particulate matter; therefore, no hazardous risk assessment is
required for operations.

In general, increased local vehicle traffic may contribute to off-site air quality impacts. The
traffic increases in nearby intersections may contribute to traffic congestion, which may
create “pockets” of CO called hotspots. These pockets have the potential to exceed the
State 1-hour standard of 20 ppm and/or the 8-hour standard of 9.0 ppm, thus affecting
sensitive receptors that are close to these roadways or intersections. CO hotspots
typically are found at busy intersections, but can also occur along congested major
arterials and freeways. They occur mostly in the early morning hours when winds are
stagnant and ambient CO concentrations are elevated. In accordance with the California
Department of Transportation (Caltrans) CO Protocol,”® CO hotspots are evaluated when
a project degrades the level of service (LOS) at a nearby signalized intersection to “E” or
worse. Typically, hotspots analyses are not performed for unsignalized intersections,
which have lower traffic volumes than those with signals. This is particularly the case
when a hotspots analysis shows no impacts for the most congested, signalized
intersections.

Although a traffic analysis was not prepared for the proposed Airport Master Plan
Update,19 none of the main roadways (Pierce Street, San Fernando Road, Osborne Street,
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California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. 1998. Part B:
Health Risk Assessment for Diesel Exhaust. May.
California Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, “All Acute
Reference Exposure Levels developed by OEHHA as of May 2000.
(www.oehha.ca.gov/air/acute_rels/allAcRELs.html).

California Department of Transportation. 1997. Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol.
No traffic analysis was prepared because the Los Angeles Department of Public Works anticipated that the
Whiteman Master Plan Update would not cause a major increase to the surrounding traffic.
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and Glenoaks Boulevard) or key intersections in the vicinity of Whiteman Airport are
included as part of the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority's Draft
2010 Congestion Management Program (CMP). As the project is not intended to increase
capacity, the project would not conflict with the County's CMP. Because airport-related
traffic will not increase, the project will not degrade the LOS at any nearby signalized
intersection to “E” or worse. Therefore, a CO hotspots analysis is not required.

e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people? (] [ X ]

Construction activities for the proposed project would generate airborne odors associated
with the operation of construction vehicles (i.e., diesel exhaust), asphalt paving operations,
and the application of paints and coatings. These emissions would occur during daytime
hours only, and would be isolated to the immediate vicinity of the construction site and
activity. Therefore, they would not affect a substantial number of people. When project
construction is completed, odors from the proposed uses of the proposed project would
not significantly differ from odors emanating from typical airports and office buildings, or
the 2010 baseline. Finally, no wastewater treatment plants or other industrial facilities
known to cause odors are within 1,000 feet of the project site.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
Initial Study of Environmental Factors Page 4-21



V.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a)

b)

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any
species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service?

Although no sensitive species were found by UltraSystems biologists during a field survey
on July 16, 2010, the Biological Technical Report (BTR) prepared by UltraSystems for the
proposed project, included as Appendix D of this document, found that the Coast Horned
Lizard (Phrynosoma blaunvillii), a California Species of Special Concern, has moderate
potential to occur on the eastern portion of the Project site where suitable habitat exists
within the Disturbed Sagebrush-Buckwheat Scrub vegetation community. According to the
BTR, occurrences of the Coast Horned Lizard have been documented less than three
miles away from the project site. With implementation of mitigation measure BR-1, project
impacts on the Coast Horned Lizard would be less than significant.

UltraSystems’ literature review and field assessment support the conclusion that no other
special-status species has a potential to occur, given the types of habitat on site, the
distance from sites where such species were last observed, and the dates when they were
last seen.

Mitigation Measure:

BR-1: Before grading or vegetation removal for each project under the plan, two daytime
pre-construction clearance surveys will be conducted at least three days prior by a
qualified biologist to determine if the Coast Horned Lizard is present. Should
Coast Horned Lizards be present, the qualified biologist will recommend additional
project-specific mitigation measures for temporary construction impacts.
Mitigation measures for the temporary construction impacts may include
exclusionary fencing, capture and relocation to pre-determined suitable habitat,
and implementing training programs to construction workers for the identification
of this special status species.

Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

According to the Biological Technical Report prepared by UltraSystems for the proposed
project, there is no riparian habitat on the project site. In addition, there is no other
sensitive natural community on the proposed project site that is regulated by any local or
regional plans, policies, regulations, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife
(CDFW), or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFW). Therefore no impact on any
riparian habitat and other sensitive natural community would result.

The project site is also outside of any State- or federally Designated Critical Habitat
determined by the literature review from the United States Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) Online Critical Habitat Mapper.20

20

Whiteman Airport Master Plan
Initial Study of Environmental Factors

United States Fish and Wildlife Service, 2008. Online Critical Habitat Mapper. Available at
http://crithab.fws.gov/. Accessed June 2010.
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¢) Have a substantial adverse effect on Federally protected wetlands as defined by Section |:|

d)

404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.)
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?

No wetlands were identified on or near the project site by UltraSystems' biologists.
Therefore, no impact on federally protected wetlands would result.

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the
use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Native breeding birds (except game birds during hunting season), regardless of their listing
status, are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) (1918) and California
Fish and Game Code. Because several native birds were observed onsite during the
UltraSystems field visit, potential impacts on breeding birds are considered significant
under CEQA under the California Fish and Game Code. Grading and ground-disturbing
activities conducted between September 1st and January 31st will normally avoid the
nesting season of state and federally protected birds. However, if construction occurs
during nesting season (between February 1st and August 31st), the following mitigation
measure BR-2 will be implemented to reduce project impact on nesting birds to a less-
than-significant level:

Mitigation Measure:

BR-2: A pre-construction survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine
the presence or absence of active nests within or adjacent to the project site (for each
project under the plan) to avoid the nesting of breeding birds or burrowing owls.

¢ If no breeding or nesting activities are detected within 250 feet (500 feet for
raptors)21 of the proposed work area, construction activities may proceed.

e If breeding or nesting activity is confirmed, work activities within 250 feet (500
feet for raptors) of the active nest will be delayed until the qualified biologist
determines that all young birds have fully fledged and left the protection of
their parents. These buffers, however, may be modified in coordination with
CDFW based on existing conditions at the project site.

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a
tree preservation policy or ordinance?

The Los Angeles County Code (Code) under Title 22, Chapter 22.56, Part 16 (“OAK TREE
PERMITS”) regulates the maintenance, protection, and removal of oak trees on any lot or
parcel of land within the unincorporated areas of Los Angeles County. Relevant
provisions of this Code include the following:

e A permit shall be required to remove, damage, or encroach into the protected
zone of any oak tree, as defined in County Code Title 22, Chapter 22.56, Part 16,
Section 22.56.2060, on any lot or parcel of land within the unincorporated area of
Los Angeles County. Trees not specifically shown or listed on the oak tree permit
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These buffers are consistent with California Department of Fish and Wildlife avoidance guidelines.
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shall be assumed as not permitted for damage or removal.

e Unnecessary damage to County oak trees as determined by the County Forester
may result in required mitigation including but not limited to replacing oak trees at
a minimum of a 2:1 ratio or payment into the oak forest special fund the amount
equivalent to the oak resource value as defined in County Code Title 22, Chapter
22.56, Part 16 Section 22.56.2140 and Section 22.56.2180.

The County would abide by the oak tree ordinance as applicable. This would ensure that
project impacts would be less than significant.

No other local polices or ordinances protecting biological resources were found to conflict
with project activities.

f)  Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community [ ] [] [] [X
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

According to the Biological Technical Report prepared by UltraSystems for the proposed
project, the project site is not within any adopted habitat conservation plan, natural
community conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan. Therefore, no project impact on any adopted conservation plan would
result.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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V.

CULTURAL RESOURCES - Would the project:
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a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined |:| |:| |:| |Z

b)

in Section 15064.5?

The proposed project would make improvements to an existing site with existing use as a
general aviation airport. No recorded historical resources are located on the project site.
According to the National Register of Historic Places, the closest historical site is Lopez
Adobe, located at 1100 Pico Street in San Fernando,? approximately 1.9 miles to the
northwest of the project site. Also, the Phase | Cultural Resources Inventory prepared by
UltraSystems, included as Appendix C of this document, did not identify any prehistoric
archaeological sites or isolates on the project site. As no historic structures are present on
the project site, the proposed project would not impact any historic resources.

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource
pursuant to Section 15064.5?

The Phase | Cultural Resources Inventory prepared for this project by UltraSystems,
included as Appendix C of this document, did not identify any prehistoric archaeological
sites or isolates on the project site in its literature search or by its pedestrian survey. The
proposed project would make improvements to an existing site with existing use as a
general aviation airport. New development on the Whiteman Airport property includes new
roadway pavement, a new terminal facility, and a new hangar area; however, these new
facilities will be built on land that has already been developed or at least partially graded.
Only a small portion of Pacoima Hill on the project site will need to be graded for the
construction of the new terminal facility. Individual project details on evacuation and
ground-disturbing activities are currently unavailable and further project-level review may
be warranted as these projects are developed under the Whiteman Airport Master Plan.

As there are no known archaeological resources on the project site, it is unlikely that the
proposed project will disturb any archaeological resources. Any new ground-disturbing
activity has the potential to unearth previously unidentified archaeological resources. In
case of unexpected discovery of archaeological items or resources during ground-
disturbing activity, potential significant damage may result to the resource if no
precautionary measures are taken or mitigation measures are implemented. In the unlikely
event that a previously unidentified archaeological resource is exposed during project
construction, incorporation of mitigation measure CR-1 would ensure that potential
impacts to archaeological resources would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure:

CR-1: A qualified archaeologist will monitor all ground-disturbing activity in native
soils or sediment during construction activities that require excavation such as the
proposed development of the new terminal facility, associated parking facilities and
the new hangar structures. The archaeologist must be empowered to temporarily
divert grading equipment in the event of discovery and allow for sufficient time to
evaluate and potentially remove the find. If the find is determined by the
archaeologist to be significant, the County will protect the resource according to

22
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National Park Service, 2010. National Register of Historic Places Download Center webpage. Available at
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standard protocols generally accepted.

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic [ ] [X] [ ] []
feature?

No paleontological resources are known to exist on the project site. The proposed project
would make improvements to an existing site with existing use as a general aviation
airport. New development on the Whiteman Airport property that will be built mostly on
developed land and a small portion of the undeveloped southwest portion of Pacoima Hill,
includes new roadway pavement, a new terminal facility, and a new hangar area. The new
terminal facility will be constructed on a piece of undeveloped land that has mostly been
graded. The project site has a past history of construction and development. The soils on
the project site have been previously disturbed by the original construction of Whiteman
Airport in 1946 and subsequent improvements made by the County since 1984. As there
are no known or suspected paleontological resources on the project site, it is unlikely that
the proposed project will disturb any paleontological resources. Any new ground-
disturbing activity has the potential to unearth previously unidentified paleontological
resources. In case of unexpected discovery of paleontological items or resources during
ground-disturbing activity, potentially significant damage may result to the paleontological
resource if no precautionary measures are taken or mitigation measures are implemented.
In the unlikely event that a previously unidentified paleontological resource is exposed
during project construction, incorporation of mitigation measure CR-2 would ensure that
potential impacts to paleontological resources would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure:

CR-2: If buried paleontological resources are encountered during construction
activities, the County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Aviation Division
(County), will ensure that all activities cease until a qualified paleontologist is retained
and can evaluate the resource and has determined the significance. If any significant
resources are discovered, the County will protect the resources to the extent feasible.

d) Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries? L] X ] ]

No human remains or cemeteries are anticipated to be disturbed by the proposed project,
due to the absence of known prehistoric sites within the project site boundary. As reported
in the Phase | Cultural Resources Inventory prepared by UltraSystems, included as
Appendix C of this document, the prehistoric archaeological site of CA-LAN-2003, located
southwest of the project area elsewhere on airport grounds, was excavated in 1981 and
found to be a lightly used season camp without burials. Following scientific study of LAN-
2003, the site was destroyed during construction of the present airport terminal and
restaurant. In the unlikely event that previously unidentified human remains are exposed
during project construction activities, incorporation of mitigation measure CR-3 would
ensure that potential impacts would be reduced to less than significant.

Mitigation Measure:

CR-3: A qualified archaeologist will monitor ground-disturbing activity in native soils
or sediment during construction activities that require excavation, including but not
limited to the proposed development of the new terminal facility, associated parking
facilities and new hangar structures. Should human remains be encountered, all
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work in the immediate vicinity of the burial must cease, and any necessary steps to
ensure the integrity of the immediate area must be taken. The archaeologist will
immediately notify the Los Angeles County Coroner (LACC). If a determination is
made that the remains are Native American in origin, LACC will then notify the
California State Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) within 24 hours. The
NAHC will identify and contact the most likely descendent (MLD). The MLD may
make recommendations to the lead agency for means of treating or disposing of the
human remains and associated burial items. In the event that the NAHC is unable to
identify a most likely descendent or the most likely descendant failed to make a
recommendation within 24 hours after being notified by the commission, Los Angeles
County will rebury the Native American human remains and associated grave goods
with appropriate dignity on the property in a location not subject to further subsurface
disturbance. Construction work will resume only after proper authorization is received
from the County of Los Angeles.
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GEOLOGY AND SOILS - Would the project:

a) Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of
loss, injury, or death involving:

i)  Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo |:| |:| |E |:|

Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on
other substantial evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of Mines and Geology
Special Publication 42.

The project site is not located in any seismic hazard zones regulated under the
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act or special study zones. Alquist-Priolo
Earthquake Fault Zones are regulatory zones that encompass surface traces of
active faults and may pose a risk of surface fault rupture to existing or future
structures.?® According to the City of Los Angeles’ Safety Element, the project site is
situated within the Fault Rupture Study Areas® which require comprehensive
geologic-seismic design-foundation engineering investigations for public facilities
normally attracting large concentrations of people.

Two earthquake faults lie near the project site: Verdugo Fault and San Fernando
Fault. Verdugo Fault, which is not known to have been active in the Holocene period,
roughly parallels San Fernando Road and runs northeast.”” The more active San
Fernando Fault is approximately 2.0 miles to the north of the project site.?® Although
the project site is located close to these earthquake faults, any structural designs for
the project site would comply with applicable seismic hazard requirements, including
if necessary, a seismic study. Furthermore, the project site does not sit directly on an
earthquake fault and has an existing use as an airport. Thus, project impacts from
rupture of a known earthquake fault would be less than significant.

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? (] [ X ]

Because the entire southern California region is considered seismically active, there
is the possibility that a large earthquake along one of the major faults in the region
may induce strong seismic ground shaking at the Project site. Compliance with the
minimum seismic design standards of the 2007 edition of the California Building
Code and ASCE (American Society of Civil Engineers) 7-05 would ensure that
project impact in relation to ground-shaking would be less than significant.

23
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City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 1996. Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan,
Exhibit A: Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones & Fault Rupture Study Areas in the City of Los Angeles. Approved
by the City Planning Commission August 8, 1996. Adopted by the City Council November 26, 1996. P. 47. City
of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, ZIMAS. Accessed on October 9, 2012.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 1996. Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan,
Exhibit A: Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zones & Fault Rupture Study Areas in the City of Los Angeles. Approved
by the City Planning Commission August 8, 1996. Adopted by the City Council November 26, 1996. P. 47.
Southern California Earthquake Data Center. Significant Earthquakes and Faults — Verdugo Fault. Accessed
October 9, 2012. URL: http://www.data.scec.org/significant/verdugo.html.

State of California, Division of Mines and Geology, 1979. Special Study Zones, San Fernando Quadrangle.
Revised Official Map Effective: January 1, 1979.
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iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

The project site is not located on or in the vicinity of an area susceptible to
liquefaction.?” Therefore, no project impact in relation to liquefaction would result.

iv) Landslides?

The State of California Seismic Hazards Map classified several small areas of the
hill, mostly on the northwest facing slopes of the proposed project site to be under
the category “Earthquake-Induced Landslides,” which are “areas where previous
occurrence of landslide movement, or local topographic, geological, geotechnical and
subsurface water conditions indicate a potential for permanent ground displacement
such that mitigation as defined in Public Resources Code Section 2693(c) would be
required.”28 However, the two small hilly areas classified as Earthquake-induced
Landslides in 1999 nearest the proposed project improvements have already been
graded by previous activities or will be graded for the new terminal facility. The
grading for the terminal facility will occur on the southwest facing slopes, on the
opposite side of the hill where the potential for earth-induced landslides exist. The
remaining hill would also be stabilized. Consequently, project-related impacts
involving landslides would be less than significant.

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?

Most construction activities will occur on already graded surfaces. They include the
reconfiguration of existing roadways, the construction of new automobile parking and a
new non-airworthy aircraft tie-down parking area. As the majority of construction will occur
on already graded surfaces, there will be a low level of natural erosion. However,
construction of the new terminal facility near the center of the property will require the
grading of a portion of the hill facing southwest towards the runways. After some grading
and the remaining area of the hill is stabilized, approximately 2.6 acres would be available
for aviation use. This piece of undeveloped land would be dedicated to a 5,600-square-
foot landscaped green space, 40,000-square-foot surface parking lot and a two-story
terminal facility with a total 16,000 square feet of floor area. Much of this undeveloped
area has already been graded because this portion of the hill has been previously used by
a company that was removing dirt for fill material at other sites.

Construction activity on site would be subject to the provisions of the General Construction
Permit as part of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Program.
Construction site Best Management Practices (BMPs) specified in a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan will be implemented. Any on-site soils of this area exposed during
construction and potentially subjected to waterborne erosion would be controlled by these
BMPs. Because project construction would occur in phases, exposure of soils to erosion
would be minimal and substantial erosion is not expected to result.

Furthermore, potential erosion during project operation would also be reduced using
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City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 1996. Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan,

Exhibit B: Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction In the City of Los Angeles. Approved by the City Planning
Commission August 8, 1996. Adopted by the City Council November 26, 1996. P. 49.

State of California, Division of Mines and Geology, 1999. Seismic Hazard Zones, San Fernando Quadrangle.

Released: March 25, 1999. http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/pdf/ozn_sfer.pdf
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c)

d)

structural and non-structural BMPs. Typical non-structural BMPs include sweeping of
impervious areas, routine maintenance such as trash pick-up and proper disposal of pet
waste and automotive oils. Typical structural BMPs include grated drainage inlets, filtered
on-site catch basins, and site planning minimizing impervious surfaces. In addition, site
grading would be completed in strict compliance with the requirements of the South Coast
Air Quality Management District Rule 403 for dust control and mitigation measure GEO-1
will reduce any other dust emissions to a less than significant level.”? These preventive
measures would be incorporated into the project’s site grading plans to reduce flooding
and erosion. Therefore, these would reduce any potential impacts related to erosion
during operation to less than significant impact, and project impact in relation to soil
erosion due to wind or water would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measure:

GEO-1: Dust control measures shall be implemented during project construction activities
in addition to grading.

Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become unstable as a
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading,
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse?

The project site is not located in an area that is susceptible to liquefaction,* but has small
areas on the hill within the project site classified as having the potential for earthquake-
induced landslides.®* However, much of the small areas characterized by sloping terrain
and the potential to have “earthquake-induced landslides” have since been graded or
partially graded. Previous use of the hill by a company involved removal of dirt from the hill
for fill material at other sites. The remaining hill would also be stabilized to reduce the risk
of landslide, collapse, or soil instability. No project improvements would be directly located
on any geologic unit or soil that is unstable. Therefore, a less than significant impact
would result.

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code
(1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?

The construction of a new terminal facility near the center of the property could result in
impacts due to expansive soils because it would require the grading of a portion of the hill
facing southwest towards the runways. A geotechnical soil report would be prepared for
the proposed terminal project. Since the proposed terminal project would implement
recommendations outlined in the project specific geotechnical report, substantial risks to
life or property due to expansive soil would be less than significant.

Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste
water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?

29
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Mitigation Measure GEO-1 in the August 2011 Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration was eliminated
because its provisions were incorporated as project design features and/or regulatory requirements.

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 1996. Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan,
Exhibit B: Areas Susceptible to Liquefaction In the City of Los Angeles. Approved by the City Planning
Commission August 8, 1996. Adopted by the City Council November 26, 1996. P. 49.

State of California, Division of Mines and Geology, 1999. Seismic Hazard Zones, San Fernando Quadrangle.
Released: March 25, 1999. http://gmw.consrv.ca.gov/shmp/download/pdf/ozn_sfer.pdf
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The proposed project does not include the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water

disposal systems. The proposed project would use the existing sewer system to dispose

of waste water. Therefore, the proposed project would result in no impact in relation to

soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water

disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water.
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VIl.  GREENHOUSE GASES

Discussion:

Gases that trap heat in the atmosphere are referred to as greenhouse gases (GHGs) because
they capture heat radiated from earth, similar to how a greenhouse traps solar energy after it
passes through glass. The accumulation of GHGs has been implicated as a driving force for
global climate change. Global climate change generally refers to the long-term fluctuations in
temperature, precipitation, wind, and other elements of the earth’s climate systems. Changes
to the earth’s environment attributed to the effects of greenhouse gas emissions include global
rise in sea level, which would threaten coastal infrastructure, more frequent heat waves, and
substantial impacts to agriculture caused by temperature changes, decreased fresh water
storage capacity and intrusion of salt water. Global temperatures are expected to continue to
rise as human activities continue to add greenhouse gases to the atmosphere. The Earth’s
average surface air temperature has increased by more than 1.4°F from 1900 to 2000.% The
warmest global average temperatures on record have all occurred within the past 10 years,
with the warmest being 2005 and 2010.%

California has been in the forefront in developing legislation and regulations aimed at reducing
GHG emissions. The following is a brief summary of the developments over the past few
years.

Executive Order #S-3-05, signed by Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger on June 1, 2005,
calls for a reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 and for an 80% reduction in
GHG emissions to below 1990 levels by 2050.

The California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32). In September 2006,
Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger signed AB 32, the California Global Warming Solutions
Act of 2006 (Health and Safety Code § 38500 et seq.), into law. AB 32 was intended to
effectively end the scientific debate in California over the existence and consequences of
global warming. In general, AB 32 directs the California Air Resources Board (CARB) to
do the following:

e On or before June 30, 2007, publicly make available a list of discrete early action
GHG emission reduction measures that can be implemented prior to the adoption
of the statewide GHG limit and the measures required to achieve compliance
with the statewide limit;

e By January 1, 2008, determine the statewide levels of GHG emissions in 1990,
and adopt a statewide GHG emissions limit that is equivalent to the 1990 level
(an approximately 25% reduction in existing statewide GHG emissions);

e On or before January 1, 2010, adopt regulations to implement the early action
GHG emission reduction measures;

e On or before January 1, 2011, adopt quantifiable, verifiable, and enforceable
emission reduction measures by regulation that will achieve the statewide GHG
emissions limit by 2020, to become operative on January 1, 2012, at the latest.
The emission reduction measures may include direct emission reduction

% U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Climate Change Facts: Answers to Common Questions,” Climate

s Change Web Site, Internet URL: http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/facts.html#ref3. Updated June 14, 2012.
Ibid.
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measures, alternative compliance mechanisms, and potential monetary and non-
monetary incentives that reduce GHG emissions from any sources or categories
of sources as CARB finds necessary to achieve the statewide GHG emissions
limit; and

e Monitor compliance with and enforce any emission reduction measure adopted
pursuant to AB 32.

On December 11, 2008, the CARB approved the Climate Change Scoping Plan® pursuant
to AB 32. The Scoping Plan recommends a wide range of measures for reducing GHG
emissions, including (but not limited to):

. Expanding and strengthening of existing energy efficiency programs;

. Achieving a statewide renewables energy mix of 33 percent;

. Developing a GHG emissions cap-and-trade program;

o Establishing targets for transportation-related GHG emissions for regions
throughout the state, and pursuing policies and incentives to meet those
targets;

. Implementing existing state laws and policies, including California’s clean car
standards, goods movement measures and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard;
and

. Targeted fees to fund the state’s long-term commitment to administering AB
32.

Executive Order S-01-07 (Low Carbon Fuel Standard). Executive Order #S-01-07
(January 18, 2007) establishes a statewide goal to reduce the carbon intensity of
California’s transportation fuels by at least 10% by 2020 through establishment of a Low
Carbon Fuel Standard. Carbon intensity is the amount of CO,e per unit of fuel energy
emitted from each stage of producing, transporting and using the fuel in a motor vehicle.
On April 23, 2009 the Air Resources Board adopted a regulation to implement the
standard.

Senate Bill 97. Senate Bill 97 was signed by the governor on August 24, 2007. The bill
required the Office of Planning and Research (OPR), by July 1, 2009, to prepare, develop
and transmit to the resources agency guidelines for the feasible mitigation of GHG
emissions or the effects of GHG emissions, as required by CEQA, including, but not
limited to, effects associated with transportation or energy consumption. On April 13, 2009
OPR submitted to the Secretary for Natural Resources its proposed amendments to the
State CEQA Guidelines for greenhouse gas emissions. The Resources Agency adopted
those guidelines on December 30, 2009, and they became effective on March 18, 2010.
The amendments treat GHG emissions as a separate category of impacts; i.e. they are not
to be addressed as part of an analysis of air quality impacts.

Section 15064.4, which was added to the CEQA Guidelines, specifies how the significance
of impacts from GHGs is to be determined. First, the lead agency should “make a good

34 california Air Resources Board, Climate Change Scoping Plan, a Framework for Change, Pursuant to AB32, the

California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (December 11, 2008).
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faith effort” to describe, calculate or estimate the amount of GHG emissions resulting from
a project. After that, the lead agency should consider the following factors when
assessing the impacts of the GHG emissions on the environment;

e The extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG emissions, relative
to the existing environmental setting;

¢ Whether the project emissions exceed a threshold of significance that the lead
agency determines applies to the project; and

e The extent to which the project complies with regulations or requirements adopted
to implement a statewide, regional or local plan for the reduction or mitigation of
GHG emissions.

The Governor's Office of Planning and Research (OPR) asked the CARB to make
recommendations for GHG-related thresholds of significance. On October 24, 2008, the
CARB issued a preliminary draft staff proposal for Recommended Approaches for Setting
Interim Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental
Quality Act.35 After holding two public workshops and receiving comments on the
proposal, CARB staff decided not to proceed with threshold development.36 Quantitative
significance thresholds, if any, are to be set by local agencies.

Senate Bill 375. Senate Bill 375 requires coordination of land use and transportation
planning to reduce GHG emissions from transportation sources. Regional transportation
plans, which are developed by metropolitan transportation organizations such as the
Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG), are to include “sustainable
community strategies” to reduce GHG emissions.

Title 24. The Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings
(Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations) were established in 1978 in
response to a legislative mandate to reduce California's energy consumption. The
standards are updated periodically to allow consideration and possible incorporation of
new energy efficiency technologies and methods. Compliance with Title 24 will result in
decreases in GHG emissions. The California Energy Commission adopted the 2008
changes to the Building Energy Efficiency Standards on April 23, 2008 with an aim to
promote the objectives listed below.*’

e Provide California with an adequate, reasonably-priced and environmentally-
sound supply of energy.

e Respond to Assembly Bill 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, which
mandates that California must reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 1990
levels by 2020.

e Pursue California energy policy that energy efficiency is the resource of first
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California Air Resources Board. Preliminary Draft Staff Proposal. Recommended Approaches for Setting Interim
Significance Thresholds for Greenhouse Gases under the California Environmental Quality Act. Planning and

Technical Support Division, Sacramento, California (October 24, 2008).

Personal communication from Douglas Ito, California Air Resources Board, Sacramento, California, to Michael

Rogozen, UltraSystems Environmental Inc., Irvine, California. March 29, 2010.
“2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards.” California Energy Commission, Sacramento, California.

(http://www.energy.ca.gov/title24/2008standards/index.html). These became effective January 1, 2010.
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choice for meeting California's energy needs.

e Act on the findings of California's Integrated Energy Policy Report (IEPR) that
Standards are the most cost effective means to achieve energy efficiency, expects
the Building Energy Efficiency Standards to continue to be upgraded over time to
reduce electricity and peak demand, and recognizes the role of the Standards in
reducing energy related to meeting California’'s water needs and in reducing
greenhouse gas emissions.

e Meet the West Coast Governors' Global Warming Initiative commitment to include
aggressive energy efficiency measures into updates of state building codes.

e Meet the Executive Order in the Green Building Initiative to improve the energy
efficiency of nonresidential buildings through aggressive standards.

The provisions of Title 24, Part 6 apply to all buildings for which an application for a
building permit or renewal of an existing permit is required by law. They regulate design
and construction of the building envelope, space-conditioning and water-heating systems,
indoor and outdoor lighting systems of buildings, and signs located either indoors or
outdoors. Title 24, Part 6 specifies mandatory, prescriptive and performance measures,
all designed to optimize energy use in buildings and decrease overall consumption of
energy to construct and operate residential and nonresidential buildings.38 Mandatory
measures establish requirements for manufacturing, construction and installation of certain
systems; equipment and building components that are installed in buildings.

Impacts of Greenhouse Gas and Climate Change

Global temperatures are expected to continue to rise as human activities continue to add the
aforementioned greenhouse gases to the atmosphere. The Earth’s average surface air
temperature increased by more than 1.4°F from 1900 to 2000.*° The warmest global average
temperatures on record have all occurred within the past 10 years, with the warmest being
2005 and 2010.%

Most of the U.S. is expected to experience an increase in average temperature. Precipitation
changes, which are very important to consider when assessing climate change effects, are
more difficult to predict. Whether rainfall will increase or decrease remains difficult to project
for specific regions.41 The extent of climate change effects, and whether these effects prove
harmful or beneficial, will vary by region, over time, and with the ability of different societal and
environmental systems to cope with or adapt to the change. Human health, natural
ecosystems, agriculture, coastal areas and heating and cooling requirements are examples of
climate-sensitive systems. Rising average temperatures are already affecting the environment.
Some observed changes include thawing of permafrost; shrinking of glaciers; later freezing

¥ 2008 Building Energy Efficiency Standards for Residential and Nonresidential Buildings, California Energy

Commission, (December 2008).

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Climate Change Facts: Answers to Common Questions,” Climate

20 Change Web Site, Internet URL: http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/facts.html#ref3. Updated June 14, 2012.
Ibid.

4 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, “Contribution of Working Group Il to the Fourth Assessment Report
of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,” Cambridge, United Kingdom. 2007.
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and earlier break-up of ice on bodies of freshwater; lengthening of growing seasons; shifts in
plant and animal ranges; and earlier flowering of trees.***?

Human Health Impacts

Climate change may increase the risk of vector-borne infectious diseases, particularly those
found in tropical areas and spread by insects, such as malaria, dengue fever, yellow fever, and
encephalitis.** Cholera, which is associated with algal blooms, could also increase. While
these health impacts would largely affect tropical areas in other parts of the world, effects
would also be felt in California. Warming of the atmosphere would be expected to increase
smog and particulate pollution, which could adversely affect individuals with heart and
respiratory problems, such as asthma or other lung diseases. Extreme heat events would also
be expected to occur with more frequency and could adversely affect the elderly, children, and
the homeless. Finally, the water supply impacts and seasonal temperature variations expected
as a result of climate change could affect the viability of existing agricultural operations,
making the food supply and food security more vulnerable.

Ecosystem and Biodiversity Impacts

Climate change is expected to have effects on diverse types of ecosystems, from alpine to
deep-sea habitat.”> As temperatures and precipitation change, seasonal shifts in vegetation
would occur; this could affect the distribution of associated fauna and flora species. As the
range of species shifts, habitat fragmentation could occur, with acute impacts on the
distribution of certain sensitive species. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC) states that “20 percent to 30 percent of species assessed may be at risk of extinction
from climate change impacts within this century if global mean temperatures exceed 2 to 3°C
(3.6 to 5.4°F) relative to pre-industrial levels.”*® Shifts in existing biomes could also make
ecosystems vulnerable to encroachment by invasive species. Wildfires, which are an important
control mechanism in many ecosystems, may become more severe and more frequent,
making it difficult for native plant species to repeatedly re-germinate. In general, climate
change is expected to put a number of stressors on ecosystems, with potentially catastrophic
effects on biodiversity.

Sea Level Rise Impacts

The impact on global climate change as a result of anthropogenic activities can be seen in the
increases in air and ocean temperatures, rising sea levels, and widespread melting of snow
and ice.”” Eleven of the twelve years from 1995 through 2006 ranked among the warmest
years of global surface temperature since 1850. Just as well, observations since 1961 showed
that the ocean has been absorbing approximately 80% of the heat added to the global climate
system. As a result, the warmer temperatures cause seawater expansion, thus increasing the
volume and contributing to the rise in sea level. On average, global sea level rose at a rate of

2 Ibid.

43 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Impacts & Adaptation,” Climate Change Web Site, Internet URL:

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/impacts-adaptation/. Updated June 14, 2012.

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Human Health Impacts & Adaptation,” Climate Change Web Site,

45 Internet URL.: http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/impacts-adaptation/health.html. Updated June 14, 2012.
Ibid.

4 Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, “Contribution of Working Group Il to the Fourth Assessment Report

of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,” Cambridge, United Kingdom. 2007.

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, “Summary for Policymakers. In: Climate Change 2007: The

Physical Science Basis. Contribution of Working Group | to the Fourth Assessment Report of the

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change,” Cambridge, United Kingdom. 2007.
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1.8 millimeters per year over 1961 to 2003. Additionally, the decrease in glaciers and ice caps
as well as the decrease in ice sheets of Greenland and Antarctica has been shown to
contribute to sea level rise.*® Coastal regions are known to be climate-sensitive areas and sea
level rise, as a result of climate change, could impact these coastal zones. Shoreline erosion,
coastal flooding, and water pollution affect man-made infrastructure and coastal ecosystems.
The addition of var}/ing rates of sea level rise could worsen the many problems that coastal
areas already face. o

Local and Regional Climate Action Plans and Thresholds

The City of Los Angeles does not yet have a climate action plan or thresholds of significance
for greenhouse gas emissions; however, the County is within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, and
thus, the SCAQMD’s Interim Thresholds™ will be used for this analysis. In October, 2008, the
SCAQMD issued its Draft Guidance Document — Interim CEQA Greenhouse Gas (GHG)
Significance Threshold. The SCAQMD Board approved the document at its December 5,
2008 meeting.

The SCAQMD guidance proposes a tiered approach to establishing a significance threshold.
It is designed to “capture” 90 percent of GHG emissions; that is, the threshold is low enough
that it applies to the sources of 90 percent of the region’s GHG emissions, and is high enough
that it excludes most minor sources. The 90 percent approach of the SCAQMD thresholds is
also consistent with AB 32. The SCAQMD approach considers “direct, indirect, and, to the
extent information is available, life cycle emissions during construction and operation. Per the
guidance, construction emissions will be amortized over the life of the project, defined as 30
years, added to the operational emissions, and compared to the applicable interim GHG
significance threshold tier.”

As noted above, the SCAQMD’s guidance uses a tiered approach rather than a single
numerical emissions threshold. If a projects GHG emissions “fail” the non-significance of a
given tier, then one goes to the next one. The tiers are summarized very briefly as follows.

Tier 1 — Applicable Exemptions. This tier no longer applies, so it is necessary to
consider the next tier.

Tier 2 — Emissions Within Budgets of Regional Plans. GHG emissions are less
than significant if the project is consistent with a local GHG reduction plan; however,
the County of Los Angeles does not have an adopted local GHG reduction plan that
meets all the following requirements classified in Tier 2: comply with AB32 GHG
reduction goals; include emissions estimates agreed upon by either CARB or the Air
Quality Management District (AQMD), have been analyzed under CEQA, have a
certified Final CEQA document; include a GHG emissions inventory tracking
mechanism; and include a process to monitor progress in achieving GHG emission
reduction targets, and a commitment to remedy the excess emissions if GHG
reduction goals are not met (enforcement). Thus, Tier 2 no longer applies, so it is
necessary to consider the next tier.

Tier 3 - 90 Percent Capture Rate Emission Thresholds. A 90 percent emission
capture rate means that 90 percent of total emissions from all new or modified projects

48
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Ibid.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, “Coastal Areas Impacts & Adaptation," Climate Change Web Site,
Internet URL: http://epa.gov/climatechange/impacts-adaptation/coasts.html. Updated June 14, 2012.
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would be subject to CEQA analysis. As stated in the thresholds document, the 90
percent emission capture rate is appropriate to address long-term adverse impacts
associated with global climate change, and would capture a substantial fraction of
future stationary source projects that will be constructed to accommodate future
statewide population and economic growth. For residential/commercial sectors, the
Tier 3 numerical threshold is 3,000 metric tons CO,e (MTCO,e) per year.”*

Tiers 4 and 5. These tiers are not relevant to the analysis and so will not be discussed.

a) Would the project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that

may have a significant impact on the environment?

CalEEMod, the same program that was used to calculate criteria pollutant emissions, was
used to estimate carbon dioxide (CO,), methane (CH,), and nitrous oxide (N,O) emissions
from project construction and operation. CalEEMod converts and combines each of these
GHG emissions into total CO, equivalent (CO,e), which is a universal unit that allows
different GHG emissions to be compared. CO,e is determined by weighting each GHG by
its global warming potential (GWP), which is defined as the ratio of degree of warming to
the atmosphere that would result from the emission of one mass unit of a given GHG
compared with one equivalent mass unit of CO, over a given period of time. By definition,
the GWP of CO, is always 1, while the GWPs of methane and nitrous oxide are 21 and
310, respectively.52 Table VII-1 (Estimated Annual Greenhouse Gas Emissions) shows the
annual estimated GHG from construction.

51
52

Ibid., P. 3-15.
California Climate Action Registry. General Reporting Protocol. Reporting Entity-Wide Greenhouse Gas
Emissions, Version 3.1. Los Angeles, California (January 2009), p. 91.
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Table VII-1 Maximum Annual Construction GHG Emissions, Unmitigated
Emissions (Tonnes)”
Year®
CO, CH, N,O CO,e
2013 9.12 0.00° 0.00 9.13
2014 31.24 0.00 0.00 31.28
2015 55.65 0.00 0.00 55.72
2016 81.63 0.00 0.00 81.73
2017 100.97 0.01 0.00 101.09
2018 108.82 0.01 0.00 108.94
2019 114.59 0.01 0.00 114.72
2020 121.27 0.01 0.00 121.40
2021 132.31 0.01 0.00 132.45
2022 through 2042 | 138.03 0.01 0.00 138.18
2043 128.91 0.01 0.00 129.05
2044 106.79 0.01 0.00 106.90
2045 82.39 0.00 0.00 82.46
2046 56.40 0.00 0.00 56.45
2047 37.07 0.00 0.00 37.09
2048 29.22 0.00 0.00 29.24
2049 23.44 0.00 0.00 23.46
2050 16.77 0.00 0.00 16.78
2051 5.73 0.00 0.00 5.73
& Construction emissions were amortized for 30 years per SCAQMD’s Interim Threshold Guidance.
®Values were rounded to nearest two digits.
Source: Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2011.1.1).
CalEEMod estimated operational GHG emissions for Project 2.1, Construction of Public
Use General Aviation Building and Associated Parking and Green Space. As described in
Section Ill above, emissions from Project 2.1 are the only operational emissions that are
anticipated to be over the 2010 baseline.
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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The model-predicted area source and mobile source GHG emissions for the
proposed project for 2016, and 2017 and beyond are shown in Table VII-2 (2016
Net Annual Project Operational GHG Emissions Increase Over Baseline), and
Table VII-3 (Buildout Net Annual Project Operational GHG Emissions Increase
Over Baseline), respectively. In 2016, Project 2.1 is estimated to operate for 29
days of the year after construction is completed; from 2017 and beyond, Project
2.1 is expected to be operational the entire calendar year. Table VII-4 (Cumulative
Annual Construction and Operational GHG Emissions) summarizes the maximum

annual total CO.e from both construction and operations of the proposed project.

Table VII-2 — 2016 Net Annual Project Operational GHG Emissions Increase Over Baseline

Emissions Source

Greenhouse Gas (MT/year)

CO, CH, N,O COe
Area Source Emissions 14.18 0.02 0.00 14.74
Mobile Source Emissions 75.02 0.00 0.00 75.08
Total Operational Emissions 89.19 0.03 0.00 89.82

Source: Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2011.1.1).

Table VII-3 — Buildout Net Annual Project Operational GHG Emissions Increase Over

Baseline

Emissions Source

Greenhouse Gas (MT/year)

CO, CH, N,O CO,e
Area Source Emissions 178.41 0.28 0.00 185.53
Mobile Source Emissions 944.21 0.04 0.00 944.99
Total Operational Emissions 1,122.62 0.32 0.00 1,130.52
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Table VII-4 — Cumulative Annual Construction and Operational GHG Emissions

MTCOzelyear
Year

Construction | Operational Total
2013 9.13 0.00 9.13
2014 31.28 0.00 31.28
2015 55.72 0.00 55.72
2016 81.73 89.82 171.55
2017 101.09 1,130.52 1,231.61
2018 108.94 1,130.52 1,239.46
2019 114.72 1,130.52 1,245.24
2020 121.40 1,130.52 1,251.92
2021 132.45 1,130.52 1,262.97
2022 through 2042 138.18 1,130.52 1,268.70
2043 129.05 1,130.52 1,259.57
2044 106.90 1,130.52 1,237.42
2045 82.46 1,130.52 1,212.98
2046 56.45 1,130.52 1,186.97
2047 37.09 1,130.52 1,167.61
2048 29.24 1,130.52 1,159.76
2049 23.46 1,130.52 1,153.98
2050 16.78 1,130.52 1,147.30
2051 5.73 1,130.52 1,136.25

Source: Calculated by UltraSystems with CalEEMod (Version 2011.1.1).

As shown in Table VII-4, the maximum annual GHG emissions are 1,269 MTCO.e, and occur
from 2022 to 2042. Because the maximum annual GHG emissions are less than the SCAQMD
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Interim Threshold of 3,000 MTCO.e per year, the GHG and climate change impacts will be less
than significant.

b) Would the project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the [ ] [] [X] []
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases?

Although the County of Los Angeles does not yet have an adopted GHG inventory or an
adopted Climate Action Plan, the CARB has developed a statewide GHG inventory to
keep track of the AB32’s 2020 target of reaching 1990 levels of CO,. The latest report
covers 2000 through 2009. In 2009, the total statewide GHG emissions were 457 million
MTCO,e (MMTCO.e). Including the influence of sinks such as CO, flux from forestry, the
net emissions were 453 MMTCO,e.”® The total GHG emissions in 2009 represent a 5.5
percent increase from 1990 to 2009.

Since the proposed project generates, at a maximum, annual GHG emissions of 1,269
MTCO.,e, which is less than the SCAQMD’s Interim Thresholds of 3,000 MTCO.e.
Additionally, 1,269 MTCO.e represents approximately 0.00028% percent of the statewide
GHG inventory.

As previously discussed, the proposed SCAQMD interim thresholds are designed such
that a 90 percent capture rate is achieved. In other words, 90 percent of all development
projects would need to incorporate some form of emission reductions in order to reduce
emissions to meet AB 32’s threshold of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.
Thus, the SCAQMD’s interim thresholds were established to be compliant with the AB 32
threshold. Because the proposed project generates, at a maximum, annual GHG
emissions of 1,269 MTCO.e, which is less than interim thresholds, the proposed project is
both consistent with, and would not conflict with the goals of AB 32.

The County’s Energy and Environmental Policy focuses on energy and water efficiency;
environmental stewardship; public outreach and education; and sustainable design. As
part of the Energy and Environmental Policy, new County buildings greater than 10,000
square feet under the County’s Capital Project Program are required to meet or exceed
LEED standards at the Silver Level. The new Terminal Facility has a floor area of 16,000
square feet; therefore the proposed project would implement energy and water-efficient as
well as sustainable design features to achieve LEED silver level of certification.

Under LEED standards, the proposed project would reduce greenhouse emissions by
saving energy usage through heating, ventilating, cooling, and lighting of building as well
as the energy used in construction. Some sustainable LEED features® may include but
not limited to the following:

. Minimize light trespass from building and site.

o Zero use of CFC-based refrigerants in new base building heating, ventilating, air
conditioning, cooling & refrigerating (HVAC&R) systems.

. Encourage increasing levels of on-site renewable energy self-supply.

. Whenever possible, recycle and/or salvage nonhazardous airport construction

53

o California Air Resources Board, California Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory: 2000-2009, December 2011.

LEED 2009 for New Construction and Major Innovations Rating System, November 2008.
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debris from disposal in landfill and incineration facilities.

. Facilitate the reduction of waste generated by building occupants that is hauled
to and disposed of in landfills.

. Limit or eliminate the use of potable water or other natural surface or subsurface
water resources for landscape irrigation.

. Increase water efficiency within buildings through use of high-efficiency fixtures
and alternative on-site sources of water.

The project’s design features are consistent with the goals of the County’s Energy and
Environmental Policy; therefore, the project would not conflict with the policy.

Furthermore, the new terminal facility will also have to meet the County of Los Angeles’
green building standards, which require projects to consume at least 15% less energy than
allowed under the Title 24 2005 California Efficiency Standards. More than 65% of non-
hazardous construction/demolition debris by weight must be recycled or reused. The
project is required to plant three 15-gallon trees for every 10,000 square feet developed
area (65% drought-tolerant).

Because the proposed project would not conflict with AB 32, the County’s green building
standards, and the County’s Energy and Environmental Policy, the proposed project will
have a less than significant impact.
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a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, [ ] [] X []

b)

use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Implementation of airport master plan improvements would involve the use of potentially
hazardous materials in construction and operation activities. Common construction
materials (including solvents, fuels, paint, etc.) may be used for short periods of time
without creating hazards to the public or environment because these materials would be
properly stored when not in use, and properly disposed of according to applicable
requirements. Materials used in construction are not considered acutely hazardous. In
sum, all hazardous materials would be contained, stored, used in accordance with
manufacturers’ instructions and handled in compliance with applicable standards and
regulations of the Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), the United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), and the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA).

Surplus construction materials would be stored properly and used for other similar projects
or purposes. Such use or re-use would reduce the amount of excess materials that would
require disposal. Additionally, steps would be taken to minimize the risk associated with
handling hazardous materials in the process of facility construction. Therefore, the
potential impact related to construction is considered less than significant.

Project operation would use common everyday-hazardous materials such as cleaning
products (floor cleaners, antiseptic cleaners, etc.) and landscape products (fertilizers,
pesticides, herbicides, etc.) that can be hazardous if improperly used or ingested.
However, these products have a low incidence of unsafe use and are not considered
acutely hazardous materials. As storage, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials
during both project construction and operation would comply with applicable standards
and regulations, project impacts would be less than significant.

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials
into the environment?

According to the Focused Phase | Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) prepared by
UltraSystems for the proposed project, included as Appendix E of this document, a visual
review was conducted during the site visit for the presence of electrical equipment that
could contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), an environmentally regulated class of
materials used in dielectric fluid in some electrical equipment. Transformers, capacitors,
and switchgear equipment were observed on the north side of Airpark Way during the site
visit. Since PCBs may be potentially present in the electrical equipment on-site, the risk
still exists for PCBs to enter into the environment through leaks or releases and contribute
to human health risk. Once in the environment, PCBs do not readily break down and there
may remain for long periods of time cycling through the air, water, and soil. PCBs have
been determined to be probable human carcinogens and to be responsible for a variety of
other adverse health effects.” However, any potential presence of PCBs on site would be
handled in compliance with applicable rules and regulations to prevent releases into the
environment and to minimize potential risk of exposure. Impacts due to PCBs associated
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with the electrical equipment will be less than significant with the incorporation of
mitigation measure HM-1.

A preliminary visual review was conducted for the presence of lead based paint (LBP) and
asbestos-containing materials (ACMSs) in areas to be disturbed during Phase I, Il or llI
projects. The Terminal Building and other structures constructed prior to 1981 could
contain ACMs in ceilings, flooring or pipe coverings, and LBP may also have been used in
these structures. Project impacts related to ACMs and LBP will be less than significant
with the incorporation of mitigation measure HM-2.

According to the Phase | ESA, household paints, petroleum products, hazardous materials
and waste may be stored in some of the Northeast County T-Hangers. Incorporation of
mitigation measure HM-3 will reduce project impacts due to these materials to a less than
significant level.

Finally, some potential project areas to be modified or constructed during or after 2014
were not inspected because specific project details were not known at the time of the
property inspection by UltraSystems. Therefore, any areas with the potential to be
disturbed by improvement projects to be implemented during or after 2014 will be
inspected by qualified professionals prior to any modification and construction.
Subsequent project-level review would follow and occur at the time projects under the
Whiteman Airport Master Plan are developed. With the incorporation of mitigation
measure HM-4, project impact on potentially disturbed areas associated with these project
areas will be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures:

HM-1: PCBs associated with transformers, capacitors, or switchgear equipment, if any,
will be properly managed pursuant to the Toxic Substances Control Act and in
compliance with any applicable requirements, rules, and regulations of the EPA,
OSHA, and DTSC prior to removal. Soiled materials will be disposed of
according to current law.

HM-2: An assessment for ACMs and LBP will be performed by certified professionals for
buildings or other structures that will be removed or altered as part of the
Whiteman Airport Master Plan project. ACMs and LBP will be properly abated
prior to demolition. ACMs and LBP removed from airport facilities will be properly
disposed of according to laws governing these materials.

HM-3: The Northeast County T-Hangers storage facilities will be inspected for
household paints, petroleum products, hazardous materials and waste prior to
demolition. If any of these materials are present, the materials will be properly
disposed.

HM-4: Any areas associated with certain project improvements to be modified or
constructed during or after 2014 and not inspected during the Phase | ESA will
be inspected by qualified professionals in a supplemental environmental site
assessment prior to modification or construction.

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, [ ] [] [X []

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?

Guardian Angel Catholic School, at 10919 Norris Avenue, and Pacoima Charter
(Elementary) School, at 11016 Norris Avenue, are located within one-quarter mile of the
project site. Pacoima Early Education Center, located at 11059 Herrick Avenue; Maclay
Middle School, located at 12540 Pierce Street; and Sara Coughlin Elementary School,
located at 11035 Borden Avenue, are slightly over a quarter mile from the project site.
None of the existing tenants at Whiteman Airport handles hazardous materials,
substances, or waste under existing daily operations. Existing tenants include commercial
and instructional services such as pilot and aircraft (including helicopter) maintenance and
repair services, flight schools (including flight instruction provided by Glendale Community
College), commercial helicopter operations, aerial photography and film work services,
hangar leasing, aircraft engineering, civil air patrol, and hangar construction and design
services. Any hazardous materials, substances, or waste such as solvents or
maintenance/cleaning supplies used during operational activities will continue to be used,
stored, and disposed of according to county, state and federal laws. Since routine use of
hazardous materials will follow standard procedures for safe handling of regulated
substances or mixtures and will be in compliance with any applicable regulations, the
proposed project would result in less than significant impacts.

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled [ ] [] [] [X
pursuant to Government Code, Section 65962.5, and, as a result, would it create a
significant hazard to the public or the environment?

The project site is not located on the list of hazardous materials sites maintained by the
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). According to DTSC's
ENVIROSTOR database, the closest hazardous site is a State Response Site located at
11035 Sutter Avenue, Los Angeles, approximately 0.65 mile northwest of the project site.
See Figure HM-1.° As the project site is not located on a hazardous waste site, the
project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment, and no
impact would result.

% california Department of Toxic Substances Control, 2010. ENVIROSTOR online database, available at

http://www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov/public/map.asp?global_id=&x=-
119.1357421875&y=37.82280243352756&zI=5&ms=640,480&mt=m&findaddress=True&city=PACOIMA&zip=&c
ounty=&federal_superfund=true&state_response=true&voluntary cleanup=true&school cleanup=true&corrective
action=true&permit_site=true&permit _and_ca_site=true on September 1, 2010.
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Figure HM-1 Location of Closest Hazardous Materials Site to the Whiteman Airport
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e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been |:| |:| |E |:|
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in
a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

The proposed project is located within the Whiteman Airport Master Plan area. As the
project site is an existing general aviation airport, safety hazard impacts are not expected
to be significant. Airport projects must be approved by the Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) before construction. Therefore, with FAA approval of the proposed project, project
impact would be less than significant.

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety [ ] [] [] [X
hazard for people residing or working in the project area?

The project site is not in the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, no project impact in
relation to a private airstrip would result.

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?

00O 0K

The proposed Whiteman Airport Master Plan improvements would not expand the airport
outside of existing airport property limits. Construction of the proposed Master Plan
projects would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan because all materials and
construction equipment would be staged on the project site and all roadways within the
Whiteman Airport property would remain open during construction of any specific project.
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h)

In terms of the realignment of Airport Way, the new roadway would be constructed while
the existing roadway remains open. Once the new roadway is operational, the old
roadway will be removed and re-landscaped. Operation of Whiteman Airport after
construction of any specific project would not physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermixed with wildlands?

According to the Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones map®’, the project site is located within
urbanized areas outside of hazard zones. The majority of the airport property is
developed, but the hilly open space located on the eastern portion of the property has the
potential for wildfires. It contains vegetation, which under dry atmospheric conditions may
lead to wildland fires. The construction of the new terminal facility closer to the hilly open
space could increase the exposure of the structure to the potential for wildland fire.
Although the potential for wildland fire exists on the hill, this area is not classified as a fire
hazard severity zone and has a low likelihood of wildland fire. Adequate watering and
dead vegetation clearing would substantially reduce any risk of wildland fire. Furthermore,
the proposed project would not introduce new residences into the area, and without
residences, no intermixing between residences and wildlands would occur. The Los
Angeles County Fire Department Pacoima Facility, which houses air and heavy
equipment, is also located immediately adjacent to the open space area and can quickly
respond to a potential fire. Therefore, the proposed project would result in less than
significant impact involving wildland fires.
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California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE). Fire and Resource Assessment Program
(FRAP). Map of Draft Fire Hazard Severity Zones in URA for Los Angeles County. September 2011.
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IX.

HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY - Would the project:

a)

b)

<)

d)

Whiteman Airport Master Plan
Initial Study of Environmental Factors

Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?

During construction, Best Management Practices (BMPSs), including a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP), consistent with the State of California’s National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit system would be implemented to reduce
pollution in stormwater discharge to levels that comply with applicable water quality
standards. Therefore, impacts associated with surface water quality would be less than
significant.

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local
groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of preexisting nearby wells would drop to
a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have
been granted)?

The proposed project is an existing site with existing use as an airport. The project site is
not a significant groundwater recharge area. In addition, none of the specific Master Plan
projects would increase population or expand use of Whiteman Airport such that
groundwater would be substantially depleted. Therefore, project impact on groundwater
supplies would be less than significant.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial
erosion or siltation on- or off-site?

The project site does not contain any streams or rivers. The proposed Master Plan
projects would also not significantly alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area.
The greatest potential for erosion and siltation impacts would occur during construction of
any specific new airport project. Given that the proposed Whiteman Airport Master Plan
projects include improvements on more than one acre, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan (SWPPP) would be prepared in compliance with National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. The SWPPP would specify both short-
term construction Best Management Practices (BMPs) for erosion control and permanent
operational erosion control measures. With adherence to existing regulations, including
the preparation of a SWPPP with BMPs to control erosion and siltation impacts during
construction and operation, a less than significant impact from erosion or siltation would
result.

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of
surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on- or off-site?

The project site does not contain any streams or rivers. The proposed project would not
significantly alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. The only specific project
that would result in significant new impermeable surfaces is the new 71,000-square-foot
transient parking ramp/apron that is proposed to be constructed in the northeast portion of
the airport. Additional runoff generated in this area of the airport would be directed to
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e)

f)

a)

h)

existing storm drains or to new storm drains to be constructed as part of the proposed
Master Plan improvement projects. A hydrology report will be prepared before
construction of this specific project to ensure that surface runoff will not result in flooding
on- or off-site. Therefore, project impact in relation to flooding caused by surface runoff
would be less than significant.

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?

The proposed project would not generate significant new sources of polluted runoff as site
use would generally remain the same after project construction. Runoff is currently being
generated by landscaping and airport maintenance activities. The proposed project would
comply with all existing drainage requirements and would comply with existing NPDES
requirements, including the preparation of a SWPPP as required for all projects greater
than one acre in size. As part of a SWPPP, BMPs to reduce pollutants from runoff during
project construction and operation are identified. Therefore, with compliance with existing
regulations and the preparation of a SWPPP with BMPs to reduce water pollutants, project
impacts in relation to polluted runoff would be less than significant.

Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?

Adoption of the proposed project would not otherwise substantially degrade water quality.
The proposed project would have no additional impacts to water quality beyond those
discussed in above.

Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a Federal Flood Hazard
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?

According to Flood Insurance Rate Map, the project site is located within Zone X, which is
defined as “areas determined to be outside the 0.2% annual chance floodplain.” In sum,
the project site is not located in a 100-year or 500-year flood plain area.”® Also, the
proposed project does not include any housing. Thus, the proposed project would result
in no impact.

Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood
flows?

Although the proposed project does include the construction of new structures, the project
site is not located in a 100-year or 500-year flood plain area.>® Therefore, the proposed
project would not place structures within a 100-year flood hazard area that would impede
or redirect flood flows.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding,
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City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning, 1996. Safety Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan,

Ibid.
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Exhibit F: 100-Year & 500-Year Flood Plains In the City of Los Angeles. Approved by the City Planning Commission
August 8, 1996. Adopted by the City Council November 26, 1996. P. 57.
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including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?

According to the City's Safety Element, the portion of the project site that includes the
airport runway and the northwest hangar/parking lot area is located in a potential
inundation area and is also within the boundary of an inundation area within a specific
flood control basin.*

However, the project site is an existing site with existing use as an airport. The project site
is currently exposed to risks from flooding and would continue to be exposed to risks from
flooding in the future during project operation. Therefore, risk from flooding would remain
similar to existing conditions and project impact would be less than significant.

Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving
inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?

Adoption of the proposed project would not expose people to significant seiche, tsunami,
or mudflow hazards. A seiche is an oscillation of a land-locked water body, such as a lake
or reservoir. The project site is located more than one mile west of Hansen Dam;
however, as the proposed project is an existing site with existing use as an airport, risk of
loss, injury, or death involving a seiche cause by Hansen Dam would be similar to existing
conditions. A tsunami is large ocean wave associated with a seismic event. Because the
project site is located more than 16 miles from the Pacific Ocean, the proposed project
would not be subject to inundation by a tsunami. The project site is relatively level; thus,
the proposed project would not be subject to mudflows and no known mudflows have
occurred on the site of the airport. Therefore, no project impact in relation to seiche,
tsunami, or mudflow hazards would result.

60

Ibid. Exhibit G: Inundation & Tsunami Hazard Areas In the City of Los Angeles. P. 59.
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X.

LAND USE AND PLANNING - Would the project:

a)

b)

<)

Whiteman Airport Master Plan
Initial Study of Environmental Factors

Physically divide an established community?

The proposed project would make improvements to an existing site with existing use as an
airport. The project site is surrounded mostly by residential, commercial, open space and
public facility uses; however, the proposed airport improvements would not create any
physical barriers that would divide the surrounding community. Therefore, no impact
would result.

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of any agency with
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan,
local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect?

The proposed project would make improvements to an existing site with existing use as a
general aviation airport. Although the project site is owned by the County of Los Angeles,
the project site is located in the Pacoima area which is under the jurisdiction of City of Los
Angeles. The Pacoima area is within the Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan, a part of the
City of Los Angeles General Plan. Under the General Plan Land Use Map (as of
September 22, 2009), Whiteman Airport is located on land designated as Public Facilities.
As a general aviation airport is a public facility, the proposed airport improvements would
be consistent with the applicable land use plan adopted for the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental effect. Thus, no project impact would result.

Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation
plan?

According to the Biological Technical Report prepared by UltraSystems for the proposed
project, the project site is not within any adopted HCP, NCCP, or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plan. Therefore, the proposed project would not
conflict with any adopted conservation plan.

e
- e e =
c cCc c c [}
TQ G868 a® a
SO EOREELy o
CE O EQOTTEQ IS
mcgwcfﬁgwcg =
SOEQOEEROE o
amEINnE=0nE z

I I A ™

00O 0K

I I A ™

May 2014
Page 4-52



e
- e e =
c cCc c c [}
TQ G868 a® a
SO EOREELy o
CE O EQOTTEQ IS
mcgwcfﬁgwcg =
SOEQOEEROE o
amEINnE=0nE z

XI. MINERAL RESOURCES - Would the project:

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value tothe [ ] [] [] [X
region and the residents of the State?

The project site is an existing airport that is currently not being utilized as a mineral
recovery site. According to the County's 2008 Draft General Plan, the project site is not
located near any of the County's four major Mineral Resource Zones (MRZ-2s), which are
defined as clusters or belts of mineral deposits. The four designated MRZ-2s in Los
Angeles County include Little Rock Creek Fan, Soledad Production Area, Sun Valley
Production Area, and Irwindale Production Area. Therefore, the proposed project would
not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to
the region and the residents of the State.

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site [ ] [] [] [X
delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other land use plan?

See Xl.a) above. The proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a
locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific
plan, or other land use plan.
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XII.

NOISE

The following discussion is based upon a noise technical study prepared by UltraSystems
Environmental, Inc. for this project.®*

Several rating scales have been developed to analyze adverse effects of community noise on
people. Since environmental noise fluctuates over time, these scales consider that the effect of
noise on people depends largely on the total acoustical energy content of the noise, as well as
the time of day when the noise occurs. The “equivalent continuous noise level” (Leg) is a
measure of sound energy averaged over a period of time. It is referred to as the equivalent
continuous noise level because it is equivalent to the level of a steady sound, which, over a
referenced duration and location, has the same A-weighted sound energy as the fluctuating
sound. Leq for periods of one hour, during the daytime or nighttime hours, and 24 hours, are
commonly used in environmental assessments.

Another noise metric is the “Community Noise Equivalent Level” (CNEL). CNEL is a 24-hour
average Lq that accounts for the lower tolerance of people to noise during evening and
nighttime periods relative to the daytime period. CNEL is calculated by adding 4.77 dBA to
sound levels in the evening (7:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) and adding 10 dBA to sound levels at
night (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.).

Lan is @ 24-hour average L4 that accounts for the sensitivity to noise during nighttime hours.
Lgn is calculated by adding 10 dBA to sound levels at night (10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.). L4, and
CNEL values rarely differ by more than 1 dB. As a matter of practice, Ly, and CNEL values are
considered to be equivalent.

When evaluating environmental community noise levels, a 3-dBA increase over 24 hours is
barely perceptible to most people; a 5-dBA increase is readily noticeable; and a 10-dBA
increase is perceived as a doubling of loudness.

To limit population exposure to noise levels that are physically and/or psychologically
damaging or intrusive, the federal government, the State of California, various county
governments, and most municipalities in the state have established noise policies, standards
and ordinances.

Federal. Under federal law, safety and national defense have primacy over noise abatement
for airport operations.62 For example, a city or county has no authority to regulate noise by
designating flight paths, because flight paths are a safety concern. Local governments cannot
regulate flight hours, flight patterns or operational procedures. However, they can regulate land
use around airports, except where preempted by federal authority.

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) has promulgated regulations and guidance for
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act, including those dealing with airport
noise issues. For its own regulatory purposes, the FAA considers an aircraft-based average
noise level of less than 65 dBA CNEL to be compatible with almost all land uses®** however,
its regulations make it clear that:
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Noise Analysis for Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update, Pacoima (City of Los Angeles), California. Prepared

by UltraSystems Environmental, Inc., Irvine, California, December 2012.

Noise Element of the Los Angeles City General Plan, City Plan Case No. 97-0085, Council File No. 96-1357

(Adopted February 3, 1999), p. 2-11.

14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 150, Noise Exposure Maps, §A150.101(d) (refer to Appendix A of Appendix

F: Noise Analysis for Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update of this IS/MND).
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“The responsibility for determining the acceptable and permissible land uses and the
relationship between specific properties and specific noise contours rests with the local
authorities. FAA determinations under Part 150 are not intended to substitute federally
determined land uses for those determined to be appropriate by local authorities in
resporgge to locally determined needs and values in achieving noise compatible land
uses.”

According to the FAA’s environmental impact guidelines, a significant noise impact would
occur if a proposed airport-related action will cause noise-sensitive areas to experience an
increase in noise of 1.5 dBA CNEL or more when the exposure is already at or above 65 dBA
CNEL.?® Only in cases where this 1.5-dBA increase would occur, the noise analysis should
determine whether the noise increase in areas initially at 60 to 65 dBA CNEL would increase
by 3 dBA CNEL or more.®” A 3-dBA increase in residential areas is not considered, for NEPA
purposes, to be a significant adverse noise impact.®

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development has set a goal of 45 dBA Lq4, as a
desirable maximum interior standard for residential units developed under HUD funding (HUD,
1985). While HUD does not specify acceptable exterior noise levels, standard construction of
residential dwellings constructed under Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations typically
provide 20 dBA of acoustical attenuation with the windows closed and 10 dBA with the
windows open. Based on this assumption, the exterior Ly, or CNEL should not exceed 65 dBA
under normal conditions.

State. The California Department of Health Services (DHS) Office of Noise Control has studied
the correlation of noise levels with effects on various land uses. (The Office of Noise Control
no longer exists.) The most current guidelines prepared by the state noise officer are
contained in the “General Plan Guidelines” issued by the Governor’s Office of Planning and
Research in 2003.%° These guidelines establish four categories for judging the severity of noise
intrusion on specified land uses:

e Normally Acceptable: Is generally acceptable, with no mitigation necessary.

e Conditionally Acceptable: May require some mitigation, as established
through a noise study.

e Normally Unacceptable: Requires substantial mitigation.

e Clearly Unacceptable: Probably cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant

% The regulation is in terms of La,. However, as noted in Section 2.2, the FAA acknowledges use of CNEL in

California.

14 Code of Federal Regulations Part 150, Noise Exposure Maps, Table 1(refer to Appendix A of Appendix F:
Noise Analysis for Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update of this IS/MND).

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, “Environmental Impacts: Policies and
Procedures,” Order 1050.1.E, CHG 1 (March 20, 2006), p. A-61.

" bid., p. A-62.

% yu.s. Department of Transportation, Federal Aviation Administration, Environmental Desk Reference for Airport
Actions (October 2007), Chapter 17, p. 13.

State of California, General Plan Guidelines. Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, Sacramento,
California (2003).
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level.

The types of land uses addressed by the state standards, and the acceptable noise categories
for each, are presented in Table 5 of the noise technical report.”” There is some overlap
between categories, which indicates that some judgment is required in determining the
applicability of the numbers in every situation.

Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations requires performing acoustical studies before
constructing dwelling units in areas that exceed 60 dBA Lg,. In addition, the California Noise
Insulation Standards identify an interior noise standard of 45 dBA CNEL for new multi-family
residential units. (Local governments frequently extend this requirement to single-family
housing.)

Title 21 of the California Code of Regulations has as its 9oal controlling and reducing the noise
impact area in communities in the vicinity of airports.”” The standard for acceptable aircraft
noise for persons living in the vicinity of an airport is 65 dBA CNEL.” The noise impact
boundary is the 65-dBA CNEL contour. The “noise impact area” is that portion of the area
within the noise impact boundary that is devoted to an “incompatible” land use; if there are no
incompatible land uses within the noise impact boundary, then the noise impact area is zero.
Residential land uses (of all kinds) are “incompatible” unless a wide variety of conditions
apply.73 Other incompatible land uses within a noise impact boundary are schools, hospitals,
convalescent homes, and places of worship. However, none of the land use restrictions or
other provisions of this regulation apply unless the board of supervisors of the county with
jurisdiction over the airport has declared the facility to be a “noise problem airport.” There are
no specific, quantitative criteria for designating a facility as a noise problem airport, but the
county must base its decision upon a review of relevant noise-related information, includin%
complaints,74 and any person or governmental agency may request a review of its decision.
According to a list compiled by Caltrans, Whiteman is not a noise problem airport.76

Local. Although the Airport is the property of the County of Los Angeles, the potential receivers
of noise impacts are in the jurisdiction of the City of Los Angeles. The project must therefore
be compatible with the City of Los Angeles’ noise-related standards. The primary regulatory
documents that establish noise standards in the City of Los Angeles are the City’s General
Noise Element and the Municipal Code. The Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan,”” which is part
of the City’s General Plan Land Use Element, does not contain noise-related provisions.

Sensitive Receivers
The City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element defines “noise-sensitive uses” as

single-family and multi-unit dwellings, long-term care facilities (including convalescent
and retirement facilities), dormitories, motels, hotels, transient lodgings and other
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Noise Analysis for Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update, Pacoima (City of Los Angeles), California. Prepared

by UltraSystems Environmental, Inc., Irvine, California, December 2012. (See Appendix F).

Title 21, Division 2.5. Division of Aeronautics, Chapter 6. Noise Standards, California Code of Regulations, as

amended.

Ibid., 85012.

Ibid., 85014(a).

Ibid., 85020.

Ibid., 85021.

California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics, Sacramento, California, “Noise Problem’
Airports in California,” http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/aeronaut/avnoise.html. Last updated September
2009.

28,

Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan. City of Los Angeles, California, www.lacity.org//PLN. (Updated November 6,

1996).
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residential uses; houses of worship; hospitals; libraries; schools; auditoriums, concert
halls; outdoor theaters; nature and wildlife preserves, and parks.”®

Construction Noise

The City of Los Angeles Municipal Code prohibits noise-producing construction activity
between 9 p.m. and 7 a.m. of the following day,” although a waiver form this
prohibition can be obtained from the Board of Police Commissioners under limited
circumstances.® In addition, construction activities are not allowed within 500 feet of
residences before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on any Saturday or national holiday or
at any time on any Sunday.®* The Municipal Code also establishes noise exposure
limits for types of equipment that are commonly used in construction. Within 500 feet
of a residential area, between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m., no one may operate equipment for
which the maximum noise exposure at 50 feet exceeds 75 dBA.%* This limit is to be
superseded by federal equipment noise limits, but such limits have been promulgated
so far only for air compressors. As discussed in Section 5.1 of the noise study,®
almost all construction equipment has a maximum noise level exceeding 74 dBA at 50
feet.

Taking the Municipal Code and other factors into account, the City of Los Angeles has
deterrgjned that noise impacts from construction activities would be significant if
noise:

e Lasting more than one day would exceed ambient exterior noise levels by 10
dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use.

e Lasting more than 10 days in a three-month period would exceed existing
ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a noise sensitive use; or

e Would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a noise sensitive use
between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday through Friday, before
8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p.m. on Saturday, or at any time Sunday.

Operational Noise
The City of Los Angeles has adopted CEQA thresholds.® A project is considered to
have a significant impact on noise levels if it causes the ambient noise level at the

property line of an affected land use to increase:

e By 3 dBA CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly
unacceptable” ranges for the affected land use (as shown in Table 5 of the
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City of Los Angeles General Plan, Noise Element, p. 3-1.

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter IV (Public Welfare), Article 1 (Disorderly Conduct Places and
Publications), §41.40(a).

Ibid., 841.40(b).

Ibid., 841.40(c).

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, Chapter XI (Noise Regulation), Article 2 (Special Noise Sources), §112.05.
Noise Analysis for Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update, Pacoima (City of Los Angeles), California. Prepared
by UltraSystems Environmental, Inc., Irvine, California, December 2012, p. 21.

City of Los Angeles, L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide. Your Resource for Preparing CEQA Analyses in Los
Angeles. Environmental Affairs Department. (2006), p 1.1-3.

Ibid., p. 1.2-4.
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noise technical report) or
e By 5 dBA CNEL for any affected land use.

The City has also adopted the FAA’s criterion of a 1.5-dBA CNEL or greater increase
in noise levels at a sensitive land use already exposed to at least 65 dBA CNEL.%°

Significance Thresholds

There are two criteria for judging noise impacts. First, noise levels generated by the
proposed project must be compatible with all relevant federal, state and local
standards and regulations. Noise impacts on the surrounding community are limited
by local noise ordinances, which are implemented through investigations in response
to nuisance complaints. It is assumed that all existing regulations for the construction
and operation of the proposed project would be enforced. In addition, the proposed
project should not produce noise levels that are incompatible with adjacent noise
sensitive land uses as defined in the City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise Element.

The second measure of impact used in this analysis is the significant increase in noise
levels above existing ambient noise levels as a result of the introduction of a new
noise source. An increase in noise level due to a new noise source has a potential to
adversely impact people.

Based on the applicable noise regulations stated above, the proposed project would
have a significant noise impact if it would:

e Conflict with applicable noise restrictions or standards imposed by regulatory
agencies

e Result in a 1.5-dBA CNEL or greater increase in noise levels, due to aircraft
operations, at a sensitive land use already exposed to at least 65 dBA CNEL.

e Cause the ambient noise level at the property line of an affected land use to
increase by 3 dBA CNEL to or within the “normally unacceptable” or “clearly
unacceptable” ranges for the affected land use (as shown in Appendix F).

Cause the ambient noise level at the property line of an affected land use to
increase by 5 dBA CNEL for any affected land use.

e During construction activities lasting more than one day, exceed ambient
exterior noise levels by 10 dBA or more at a noise-sensitive use.

e During construction activities lasting more than 10 days in a three-month
period, exceed existing ambient exterior noise levels by 5 dBA or more at a
noise sensitive use.

e During construction activities, exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at a
noise sensitive use between the hours of 9:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Monday
through Friday, before 8:00 a.m. or after 6:00 p. m. on Saturday, or at any
time Sunday.
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e Contribute to a significant cumulative noise impact.

In August, 2010 UltraSystems conducted ambient noise sampling at three locations in
the general project area. Five samples were taken at each measurement site: two
during the day, two during the evening and one during the night. Measurements were
made both during the week and on the weekend. The sites are numbered 1, 2 and 3,
with a letter suffix to indicate day, night, weekday or weekend. The sampling locations
were chosen to provide an exposure baseline for evaluation of construction and
operational impacts. Another selection criterion was that they be as close as
practicable to at least one of the noise contours predicted bg/ the airport noise
modeling study mentioned in Section 3.3 of the noise study.®” All three of the
sampling sites were close to residences that are located near the proposed project.
Table Xll-1 (Characteristics of Ambient Noise Measurement Locations) lists the
measurement sites, sampling dates and times, and why each site was chosen. These
locations are shown in Figure XlI-1 (Ambient Noise Measurement Locations).

Table XlI-1 — Characteristics of Ambient Noise Measurement Locations
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Table XlI-1 — Characteristics of Ambient Noise Measurement Locations Continuation

08-02-10 1451-1521
1A

Monday Day

08-02-10 1905-1935

1B
12963 Goleta Street

Monday Evening

Pacoima (City of Los 08-03-10 2203-2233

1C Angeles)
noise

Tuesday Night

10 feet from property line of

this residence 08-14-10 1432-1502
1D

Saturday Day

08-14-10 1900-1930
1E

Saturday Evening

Near 60-dBA CNEL
contour for aircraft
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08-02-10 1548-1618
2A
Monday Day
08-02-10 1949-2019
2B
Monday Evening
10768 Sutter Avenue
Pacoima (City of Los Near 60-dBA CNEL
Angeles), 08-03-10 2247-2317 | contour for aircraft
oC noise
50 feet from property line of Tuesday Night
this residence
08-14-10 1526-1556
2D
Saturday Day
08-14-10 1946-2016
2E
Saturday Evening
08-02-10 1635-1705
3A
Monday Day
08-02-10 2029-2059
3B
12538 Debell Street Monday Evening
Pacoima (City of Los 08-03-10 2328-2358 .
Residences near
3C Angeles) roject site
Tuesday Night pro)
10 feet from property line of
this residence 08-14-10 1638-1708
3D
Saturday Day
08-14-10 2052-2122
3E
Saturday Evening
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Figure XlII-1—Ambient Noise Measurement Locations

N
Whiteman”. ¢

Source: Source: ESRI, i-cubed, USDA FSA, USGS, AEX, GeoEye, November 1, 2010
Getmapping, Aerogrid, IGP; UltraSystems Environmental, Inc., 2010 Legen d

1,250 0 1,250 2,500 Feet - &
® . Noise Measurement Site

O Construction Noise Receiver

== \Vhiteman Airport Property Boundary (Approximate)

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
Initial Study of Environmental Factors Page 4-61



a)

b)

Would the project result in

Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in
the local general plan or ordinance or applicable standards of other agencies?

Noise impacts associated with airport development projects include short-term and long-
term impacts. Construction activities, especially heavy equipment operation, would create
noise effects on and adjacent to the construction site. Long-term noise impacts include
project-generated on-site and off-site operational noise sources. On-site (stationary) noise
sources would include operation of mechanical equipment and other industrial processes,
landscape and building maintenance, and other commercial and industrial activities. Off-
site noise would be attributable to aircraft operations and project-induced traffic. However,
based on the SCAG Regional General Aviation Forecast, aircraft activities are projected to
decline in the years covered by the Whiteman Airport Master Plan update.

For short-term noise impacts, execution of the improvement projects defined in the County
of Los Angeles’ five-year Federal Airport Capital Improvement Plan (ACIP) and the ten-
year State Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) could generate noise levels in excess of
standards adopted in local ordinances. Noise impacts from construction activities would be
a function of the noise generated by the operation of construction equipment and on-road
delivery and worker commute vehicles, the location of equipment, and the timing and
duration of the noise-generating activities. The Noise Technical Study shows that
mitigation measures are necessary to reduce noise impacts at sensitive receptors to a
less-than-significant level. Mitigation measures N1 through N7 are presented below.

For long-term noise impacts, the noise-generating activities due to implementation of the
ACIP and CIP, as mentioned previously, are not expected to increase significantly.

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels?

Vibration is sound radiated through the ground. Groundborne noise is the rumbling sound
caused by the vibration of building interior surfaces. The ground motion caused by
vibration is measured as peak particle velocity (PPV) in inches per second and is
referenced as vibration decibels (VdB). Typical outdoor sources of perceptible
groundborne vibration are construction equipment and traffic on rough roads.

The American National Standards Institute (ANSI) indicates that vibration levels in critical
care areas, such as hospital surgical rooms and laboratories, should not exceed 0.2 inch
per second of PPV.88 The FTA also uses a PPV of 0.2 inch per second as a vibration
damage threshold for fragile buildings and a PPV of 0.12 inch per second for extremely
fragile historic buildings. The FTA criteria for infrequent groundborne vibration events
(less than 30 events per day) that may cause annoyance are 80 VdB for residences and
buildings where people normally sleep, and 83 VdB for institutional land uses with
primarily daytime use.

It is expected that groundborne vibration from project construction activities would cause
only intermittent, localized intrusion. The proposed project’s construction activities most
likely to cause vibration impacts are:

88
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. Heavy Construction Equipment: Although all heavy, mobile construction
equipment has the potential of causing at least some perceptible vibration while
operating close to buildings, the vibration is usually short-term and is not of
sufficient magnitude to cause building damage. It is not expected that heavy
equipment such as large bulldozers would operate close enough to any sensitive
receptors to cause vibration impact.

o Trucks: Trucks hauling building materials to construction sites can be sources of
vibration intrusion if the haul routes pass through residential neighborhoods on
streets with bumps or potholes. Repairing the bumps and potholes almost
always eliminates the problem.

The FTA has published standard vibration levels for construction equipment operations, at
a distance of 25 feet.*® The calculated vibration levels expressed in VdB and PPV for
construction equipment at distances of 50, 100, and 150 feet are listed in Table XII-2
(Vibration Levels of Construction Equipment).

Table XII-2 - Vibration Levels of Construction Equipment

PPV V|br.at|on PPV V|br.at|on PPV V|br.at|on
Equipment at 50 ft el at 100 ft ecliels at 150 ft ecliels
(in/sec) at 50 ft (in/sec) at 100 ft (in/sec) at 150 ft
(vdB) (vVdB) (vVdB)
Large Bulldozer | 0.0315 78 0.0111 69 0.0061 64
Loaded Truck 0.0269 77 0.0095 68 0.0052 63
Jackhammer 0.0124 70 0.0044 61 0.0024 56
Small Bulldozer 0.0011 49 0.0004 40 0.0002 35

Source: Calculated by UltraSystems from FTA data.

As shown in Table XII-1, the vibration level of construction equipment at a distance of 50
feet is less than the FTA damage threshold of 0.12 inch per second PPV for fragile historic
buildings. In addition, since it is not expected that heavy equipment such as large
bulldozers would operate close enough to any sensitive land uses, construction activities
would not generate groundborne vibrations that cause human annoyance. Therefore,
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise impacts from the project's construction
activities are not expected to be significant.

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above [ ] [] X []
levels existing without the project?

As discussed in Xll.a, operational noise impacts from on-site sources, including aircraft
operations, will be less than significant. The principal noise source in the project area
other than those associated with aircraft operations is traffic on local roadways. The
project may contribute to a permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project
vicinity due to project-generated vehicle traffic on neighborhood roadways and at

% Ibid., p. 12-12.
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intersections. A noise impact would occur if the project contributes to a permanent
increase in ambient noise levels affecting sensitive receptors along roadways that would
carry project-generated traffic.

A formal traffic study was not conducted for this project. However, the County of Los
Angeles, Department of Public Works obtained and forwarded to UltraSystems 24-hour
machine counts of motor vehicles entering and exiting the Airport from three gates from
12:00 a.m. June 9, 2010 through 12:00 a.m. on June 15, 2010.%° Table XII-3 (Average
Whiteman Airport Gate Traffic, June 9-15, 2010) summarizes the results of the counting.

Table XII-3 — Average Whiteman Airport Gate Traffic, June 9-15, 2010

Gate 24-Hour AM-Peak Hour PM-Peak Hour
Main 621 64 70
North 182 21 25
South 192 29 27
Totals 995 114 122

A limited amount of traffic count data from four road intersections surrounding the Airport
was obtained from the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT).91 The
information obtained is summarized in Table Xll-4 (Traffic Count Data for Surrounding
Intersections). These values are consistent with a statement in the Whiteman Airport
Master Plan that the average daily traffic (ADT) was 21,987 along Osborne Street in 2003
and was 21,215 along San Fernando Road in 2006.°* Table XII-5 (Airport Gate Traffic as
a Percentage of Intersection Traffic) was prepared by dividing the gate traffic by the
corresponding intersection traffic values.

% Email transmittal of data from Patrick Di Leva, Airport Project Coordinator, Los Angeles County Department of

Public Works, Aviation Division, Alhambra, California to Robert Rusby, UltraSystems Environmental
Incorporated, Irvine, California (June 22, 2010).
% “ ADOT Automatic Traffic Counts — ARCHIVES.” (http:/ladot.lacity.org/autocountlist.htm).  Accessed
October 21, 2010.
Whiteman Airport Master Plan. Draft Final Report. Prepared by AECOM, Orange, California for County of Los
Angeles, Department of Public Works, Alhambra, California (November 2009), pp. 9-15.
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Intersection Date A AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour

San Fernando Road at September 17, 2006 21 561 1692 1638

Osborne Street

San Fernando Road at September 16, 2006 6.500 188 647

Pierce Street

G_Ienoaks Boulevard at November 15, 2006 25,206 2171 2153

Pierce Street

Glenoaks Boulevard at

Osborne Street July 28, 2006 21,172 1,513 1,665

Table XII-5 — Airport Gate Traffic as a Percentage of Intersection Traffic

Intersection Date 24-Hour AM Peak PM Peak
Hour Hour

San Fernando Road at

Osborne Street September 17, 2006 5 7 7

San Fernando Road at | goi0mper 16, 2006 15 23 19

Pierce Street

G_Ienoaks Boulevard at November 15, 2006 4 5 6

Pierce Street

Glenoaks Boulevard at

Osborne Street July 28, 2006 5 B 7

As discussed in Xll.a, a difference of more than 3 dBA is a perceptible change in
environmental noise, while a 5-dBA difference typically causes a change in community
reaction. Given the logarithmic nature of the dBA metric, an increase of 3 dBA requires a
doubling of the strength of the noise source. Therefore, traffic near the Airport would have
to double before sensitive receptors even perceived an increase. Assuming, as maximum
case, that all Airport-related traffic passes through the intersection of San Fernando Road
and Pierce Street, the Airport-related traffic constitutes 15% of the ADT. According to the
Master Plan, the trip generation for the projected increase of 267 based aircraft is 1,310
ADT. Airport-related traffic would thus be about 995 + 1,310, or 2,305 ADT.%® Assuming
no concurrent growth in non-airport traffic, the future airport-related traffic would be a
maximum of 35% of the total traffic. Since the traffic will not double, the increase in noise

will not be perceptible, and the impact will be less than significant.

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity |:| |X| |:| |:|

above levels existing without the project?

93
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Execution of the improvement projects defined in the ACIP and CIP could generate noise
levels in excess of standards adopted in local ordinances. Noise impacts from
construction activities would be a function of the noise generated by the operation of
construction equipment and on- road delivery and worker commuter vehicles, the location
of equipment, and the timing and duration of the noise-generating activities. The types
and number of pieces of equipment to be used in construction were the same as for the
equipment complement in the CalEEMod model used for the air quality assessment.*
Table XlI-6 (Construction Equipment Noise Characteristics) lists the equipment expected
to be used. For each equipment type, the table shows an average noise emission level (in
dB at 50 feet) and a “usage factor,” which is an estimated percentage of operating time
that the equipment would be producing noise at the stated level.”® The aforementioned
CalEEMod run identified the date intervals during which each type of equipment would be
used.

% Revised Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis for Whiteman Airport Master Plan Update, Pacoima (City of

Los Angeles), California. Prepared by UltraSystems Environmental Incorporated, Irvine, California, for Los
Angeles County Department of Public Works, Alhambra, California (November 2012).

Equipment noise emissions and usage factors are from Knauer, H. et al., 2006. FHWA Highway Construction
Noise Handbook. U.S. Department of Transportation, Research and Innovative Technology, Administration,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, FHWA-HEP-06-015 (August 2006), except where otherwise noted.
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Table XII-6 — Construction Equipment Noise Characteristics

Equipment Type Maximum@Sglér;gelz)evel (G Usage Factor (%)

Aerial Lift (Scissors Lift/Man 85 20
Lift)

Cement and Mortar Mixer 79 40
Concrete/Industrial Saw 90 20
Crane 81 16
Crawler Tractor 84 40
Forklift > 65 50
Grader 85 40
Grinder 85 20
Paver 85 50
Paving Equipment 77 50
Roller 85 20
Rubber Tired Dozer 85 40
Striping 84 40
Surfacing Equipment *° 77 50
Tractor/Loader/Backhoe 79 40
Water Truck 84 50
Welding Machine 74 40

Using the construction equipment noise emission characteristics given in Table XlI-6 and
methods suggested by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA),% UltraSystems estimated

96

97

98
99

Construction Noise Threshold Criteria and Control Plan. Prepared by Advanced Engineering Acoustics, Simi
Valley, California for County of Ventura (November 2006), p. 4; usage factor is estimate by UltraSystems.
City of Moreno Valley, Moreno Valley General Plan, Final Program EIR (July 2006) (http://www.moreno-
valley.ca.us/city hall/general-plan/06gpfinal/ieir/5_4-noise.pdf), pp. 5.4-8 is reference for sound level; usage

factor is estimate by UltraSystems.

No data available; used value for paving machines.
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-VA-90-1003-06. U.S. Department of Transportation,
Federal Transit Administration (May 2006).
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composite hourly Le, values for each project defined in the ACIP and CIP,*™ at the closest

sensitive receiver points to each project. Note that the sensitive receptors nearest the
Airport boundaries are not necessarily the “nearest” for the purpose of a construction noise
analysis. Impacts are estimated for the sensitive receptors closest to the noise source(s)
for a particular project. Table XII-7 (Maximum One-Hour Construction Noise Exposures at
Nearest Sensitive Receivers) summarizes the maximum noise exposures that would be
anticipated from Project construction. Please note that these estimated construction noise
levels represent a conservative (worst-case) scenario, in which the three noisiest types of
construction equipment would be operating on the same schedule and in the same area
on the construction site. These worst-case values would not be continuous, nor would
they be typical of noise levels throughout the construction period. The maximum
exposure, 76.8 dBA Leg, would occur in 2012, during implementation of Project 1.2
(Perimeter Fencing).

Table XII-7 — Maximum One-Hour Construction Noise Exposures at Nearest
Sensitive Receivers

One-Hour Leg (dBA)

Nearest Sensitive Receiver Land
Use and Location

2012 2015 2016 2017 2020

Project
2.3

Project
2.10

Project
3.8

Project
1.2

Project
2.2

Mobile home park on
northeast side of De
Foe Avenue

SR-A101 76.8 74.5

Single-family
residential on south
side of San Fernando
Road

SR-B 68.2

Single-family
residential on
northwest side of
Pierce Street

SR-C 72.1

Single-family
residential on
northwest side of
Wingo Street

SR-D 66.8

Single-family
residential on south
side of Chanute
Street

SR-E
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Note: Shaded cells of the table are cases for which receivers are too far from the construction noise sources

for the construction noise to be distinguishable from background.

100
101

the street from Whiteman Airport.

Projects that will be more than 300 feet from any sensitive receiver were not analyzed.
This result does not take into account an existing soundwall along the entire length of De Foe Avenue, across
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One-hour construction noise exposures at the three ambient noise monitoring sites were
also calculated. The construction noise was added to the measured daytime (weekday)
ambient Ly value to obtain the maximum total hourly average noise exposure (as L¢g) for
each year of construction. Table XlI-8 (Construction-Related Noise Increases at Ambient
Noise Measurement Sites) shows the results.

Table XlI-8 — Construction-Related Noise Increases at Ambient Noise Measurement Sites

Measurement Site #1 Measurement Site #2 Measurement Site #3

Year
Bacl;grpund Increment Bacll;grpund Increment BacIP<grpund Increment

+ Project + Project + Project

(ABA Leg) (dBA Leg) (dBA Leg) (dBA Leg) (ABA Leg) (dBA Leg)
2012 55.5 0.7 63.8 0.1 58.3 <0.1
2015 55.4 0.6 64.0 0.3 58.5 0.3
2016 55.5 0.7 64.1 0.4 58.8 0.5
2017 54.9 0.1 63.9 0.2 58.3 <0.1
2020 58.7 3.9 63.7 <0.1 58.6 0.3

Table XII-9 - Significance of Construction Noise Impacts at Nearest Sensitive

Receivers?®
Sensitive Noise Increase Significant?
Receiver (dBA) 1-10 Days > 10 Days
SR-A? 12.0(2012),9.9 Yes (2012, 2017) Yes (2012, 2017)
(2017)
SR-B 4.9 No No
SR-C 7.9 No Yes
SR-D 4.0 No No

#No noise-generating construction activity is scheduled near Sensitive Receiver E.

® This result does not take into account an existing soundwall along the entire length of De Foe
Avenue, across the street from Whiteman Airport.

To evaluate the impact of construction noise on the nearest sensitive receivers, it was
assumed that ambient exterior noise levels at those locations are about 65 dBA CNEL, as
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approximated by the 2009 noise contours developed by AECOM. For SR-A, which is not
covered by the modeling noise contours, the mean of all daytime ambient 30-minute
ambient Ly values obtained through residential neighborhood monitoring for this report
was used. This value was 65.1 dBA. An evaluation of the unmitigated impacts at
sensitive receivers SR-A through SR-D is shown in Table XII-9 (Significance of
Construction Noise Impacts at Nearest Sensitive Receivers). Whether construction lasts
from one to ten days, or for more than 10 days, significant impacts would occur in at least
one construction year at sites SR-A and SR-C. Therefore, mitigation measures are
necessary to reduce impacts at those sites to a less-than-significant level. (Mitigation
provided by an existing soundwall along the side of DeFoe Avenue across the street from
Whiteman Airport was not taken into account in the analysis.)

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation measure N-1 through N-8 will reduce noise impacts from construction of the
proposed project:

N-1:  The construction contractor will ensure that all construction equipment, fixed or
mobile, is properly operating (tuned-up) and that mufflers are working adequately.

N-2:  The construction contractor will ensure that all construction equipment is located
so that emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise receivers.

N-3:  The construction contractor will ensure that stockpiling and vehicle-staging areas
are located as far as practical from noise-sensitive receptors during construction
activities.

N-4:  The construction contractor will route heavily loaded trucks away from neighboring
residential dwelling units.

N-5:  Two weeks prior to the construction, the construction contractor will provide
notification in writing to adjacent residences if they would be located within 150
feet of the active construction activity.

N-6:  The construction contractor will provide temporary noise barriers, including sound
blankets, between the areas of active construction and sensitive receivers.

N-7:  The construction contractor will, to the extent practicable, use electrically powered
equipment instead of equipment powered by fuel consumption; the electric power
in this case will not be derived from use of on-site fossil fuel-based generator sets.

Evaluation of the data in Table VII-8 (Construction-Related Noise Increases at Ambient
Noise Measurement Sites) indicates that construction-related noise impacts at the three
ambient measurement sites would be less than significant, for any number of days of
construction.

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has notbeen [ | [] [] X
adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose
people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The Whiteman Airport Master Plan forecasts annual aircraft operation in 2013, 2018, and
2030 to be 112,900, 121,900, and 143,500 respectively. According to County staff, these
forecasts may not be realistic. Indeed, the 2013 forecast is higher than the historical value
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f)

for 15 out of the 24 years from 1985 through 2008; the 2030 forecast value is higher than
the historical value for 20 out of the 24 years. County staff directed UltraSystems to
assume that future operations under the proposed Project would be less than the highest
value in the ten years between 1989 and 2008, which is 147,229 in 1999.

This assumption is consistent with the results of a regional general aviation forecast
prepared by Aviation Sg/stem Consulting, LLC for the Southern California Association of
Governments (SCAG)."” Three different models examined aviation activities based on a
number of different data sets. All three analyses determined that there would be no future
increase in aviation activities at Whiteman Airport.

The Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan provides a guideline of its noise
compliance standards. As seen in Figure XlI-2 below, the Airport Area Influence map for
Whiteman Airport shows that the sensitive receptors nearby are outside the established
planning boundaries.'® Thus, noise issues associated with airport activities are
inapplicable. Overall, the project would not expose people residing or working in the
project area to excessive noise levels.

For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose people
residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?

The project is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore people residing or
working in the project area will not be exposed to excessive noise levels from operations
at a private airstrip. There will be no impact.

102

103

Southern California Aviation of Governments, Los Angeles, California (December 2011).
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Regional General Aviation Forecast. Prepared by Aviation System Consulting, LLC, Berkeley, California for

Los Angeles County Airport Land Use Plan. Prepared by the Department of Regional Planning, Los Angeles

County, California. Adopted December 19, 1991. http://planning.lacounty.gov/assets/upl/data/pd_alup.pdf. Date
Accessed: November 27, 2012.
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XII.

POPULATION AND HOUSING - Would the project:
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a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (e.g., by proposing new [ ] [] X []

b)

homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g., through extension of roads or other
infrastructure)?

The proposed project includes improvements to the existing Whiteman Airport. They
include at-grade improvements such as improvements to the airport runways,
reconfiguration of existing roadways within airport property, and construction of a new
automobile parking lot and a new non-airworthy aircraft tie-down parking area.
Improvements also include above grade improvements such as the construction of a new
terminal facility and demolition of the existing terminal facility, and construction of new
conventional and portable hangars among existing hangars. As the proposed project
would not build new homes or businesses, the project would not induce residential
population growth. Furthermore, the anticipated airport employee growth in the next two
decades will not be substantial. The proposed project intends not to expand the airport
capacity but only make infrastructural improvements. The airport currently employs
approximately 10 individuals and is estimated to employ an additional five individuals in
the next decade.'® Thus, no significant project impact in relation to population growth
would result.

Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere?

The project site is an existing site with existing use as an airport. There are no residential
uses on the project site. Although there are residential uses surrounding the project site,
the proposed project would not displace any existing housing necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No project impact on housing would
result.

Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement
housing elsewhere?

See XIll.b) above
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PUBLIC SERVICES

a) Would the project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the
provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or
other performance objectives for any of the public services:

i) Fire protection? OO

The project will not result in a substantial need for new or substantially altered
governmental services in fire protection. The project does not intend to expand the
physical capacity of the airport. The proposed improvements include airport runway
improvements, reconfiguration of existing roadways within airport property, and
construction of a new automobile parking lot. Such improvements do not warrant
expansion in existing fire protection services. Existing services for the area will be
sufficient for these improvements.

Since adequacy of fire protection is based on required fire flow, the more substantial
improvements, including replacement of existing one-story terminal facility to a new
two-story terminal facility at the center of the property and the construction of new
conventional and portable hangars, may require additional review on fire flow
adequacy. Required fire flow for the new terminal facility is also provided through the
provisions of standard building requirements and can be met through building design
features such as sprinkler systems. However, the County will still need to coordinate
with the fire departments regarding construction scheduling to prevent response time
delays. Thus, the project will have no impact on these services.

ii) Police protection? |:| |:| |:| &

The proposed activities will not necessitate the provision of new or physically altered
government services in police protection. The project is an infrastructure
improvement project that does not involve the construction of new residential units
and will not generate additional residential populations to require new police
protection facilities.

i) Schools? I

The construction of proposed improvements to Whiteman Airport would not close any
surrounding sites or sidewalks, which would result in safety impacts to schools or any
school drop-off locations. The proposed project also will not construct any new
residential units nor generate residential population to the area. Thus, an increase in
population would not be generated by the proposed project and no impacts to
schools would occur.

iv)  Parks? O X O

The proposed project aims to make improvements to existing facilities at Whiteman
Airport. It would not involve the construction of any new residential units and would
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not increase residential populations to utilize parks. Though the proposed project
may result in a slight increase in the number of employees, it is unlikely these
employees will utilize nearby parks during work hours. The number of Whiteman
Airport employees using parks during after-work hours is negligible and will not result
in any significant impacts to existing park facilities.

v) Other public facilities? I I I

The development of the proposed projects would not involve the construction of
additional residences and would not generate residential population to utilize other
public facilities such as libraries.
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XV. RECREATION -

a) Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other [ ] [] [] [X]
recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur
or be accelerated?

David M. Gonzales Recreation Center is located approximately 420 feet to the north of
Whiteman Airport and Roger Jessup Park is located immediately east adjacent to the main
hangar area and northeast of the LACFD. The proposed project would not construct new
housing units or businesses and generate new residential populations to intensify the use
of surrounding parks and recreational facilities. The number of employees at the airport is
anticipated to increase slightly in the next two decades, but these airport employees are
unlikely to use these parks or recreational facilities during working hours. Therefore, the
marginal increase in airport employees will not intensify the use of parks and other
recreational facility such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or
accelerate substantial physical deterioration at David M. Gonzales Recreation Center or
Roger Jessup Park.

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of |:| |:| |:| |E
recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?

The proposed project does not include recreational facilities and would not require the
construction or expansion of any recreational facilities due to population growth.
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TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC - Would the project:

e

- e e =
c cCc c c [}
TQ G868 a® ]
':UH.CUH‘,:'_UH o
cCEQOTVEOT T E O IS
OB nce®ocn e ® =
S H5HANHE N 52

S2c 2= 2¢ o
anEJnE=ZanE Z

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of [ ] [] [X []

b)

effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes
of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components
of the circulation system, including but not limited to intersections, streets, highways and
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass transit?

Three of the main roadways (San Fernando Road, Osborne Street, and Glenoaks
Boulevard) providing access to the project site are designated as Major Highway Class Il
by the City of Los Angeles' Generalized Circulation Arleta-Pacoima map. Pierce Street is
designated as a Collector by this map. The proposed project improvements would
neither conflict with the designation of these roadways nor would they undermine the
roadways’ performance. No additional residential units are proposed, and no residential
population growth or increased usage of roadways by residential users will occur.
Anticipated employee growth at Whiteman Airport is estimated to be minimal and limited to
an increase of several individuals in the next two decades. Furthermore, the City of Los
Angeles’ Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan also identifies Whiteman Airport as a
transportation opportunity to “maximize the use and related uses.”’® In the 2010 City of
Los Angeles Bike Plan'®, a funded bike path is planned on San Fernando Road, which
bounds the southwestern edge of the project site. An existing bike route runs on a
segment of Osborne Street south of San Fernando Road. Both the existing and planned
bikeways will not be significantly affected by the proposed project. They are located
outside of the project site and separated from the proposed activities.

As the proposed project would not significantly increase capacity of Whiteman Airport, the
increase in vehicle traffic on these roadways during project operation is not anticipated to
be significant. During project construction, contributions to local traffic systems would
result from workers traveling to and from the project site, and from the delivery of building
materials, construction equipment and supplies to the project site, and from trucks hauling
soil from the graded hill area where the new terminal facility would be built. As the
individual projects making up the Whiteman Airport Master Plan improvements would be
constructed between 2012 and 2030, construction traffic would be spread out.
Construction phasing would ensure that any potential impacts would be reduced to a less
than significant level. Furthermore, the construction of proposed improvements to
Whiteman Airport would not close any surrounding sites or sidewalks. Mass transit would
operate as usual. Thus, no significant impact would result to the existing circulation
system.

Conflict with an applicable congestion management program, including, but not limited to
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other standards established by
the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?

The County's level of service (LOS) standard is LOS E, which "represents the most
vehicles that any particular intersection approach can accommodate. At capacity (V/C =

105
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Arleta-Pacoima Community Plan. 1996., pp. I-4
2010 Bicycle Plan. 2011. Available at
http://planning.lacity.org/cwd/gnlpin/transelt/NewBikePlan/Txt/LA%20CITY%20BICYCLE%20PLAN.pdf.

Accessed October 2012.
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d)

1.00) there may be long queues of vehicles waiting upstream of the intersection and
delays may be great (up to several signal cycles)."*®” None of the main roadways (Pierce
Street, San Fernando Road, Osborne Street, and Glenoaks Boulevard) or key
intersections in the vicinity of Whiteman Airport are included as part of the Los Angeles
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority's Draft 2010 Congestion Management
Program (CMP). As the project is not intended to increase capacity, the project would not
conflict with the County's CMP.

In addition to no increase in capacity, the proposed project would not significantly increase
the functional use of the airport to impact existing travel demand and jeopardize the
performance of the surrounding roads or highways. The new 16,000 square foot terminal
facility would replace the existing 7,000 square foot terminal building, which currently
accommodates a restaurant, pilot shop, and ancillary facilities such as public restrooms.
The additional space in the new building will meet administrative needs and provide much
needed upgrades for airport staff and visitors, which include meeting rooms, lobby/waiting
area for pilots and passengers, administrative offices, pilot lounge, flight planning offices,
and public restrooms. The existing restaurant would also be relocated to the new terminal
building. Parking accommodation for automobiles at the new terminal facility would
actually decrease to 93 spaces from the 100 spaces at the existing terminal, and
additional vehicular parking spaces would be provided elsewhere, such as the hangar
areas. As employee population is not anticipated to increase substantially and the
operation capacity of the airport remains unchanged, these improvements will not
significantly impact the designated roadways and freeways surrounding the project site.

Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a
change in location that results in substantial safety risks?

The proposed project is an existing general aviation airport. Although some changes will
be made to the runway lengths, aircraft will continue to use Runway 12 and Runway 30 for
arrivals and departures. No changes in air traffic patterns due to a change in location are
included as part of the proposed project. In addition, as discussed in the Air and Noise
sections above, the SCAG Regional General Aviation Forecast Report projects that
aircraft operations would not increase as a result of the changes to the Airport Master
Plan. Because neither air traffic patterns nor air traffic volumes will change, there will be
no increase in substantial safety risks; there will be no impacts.

Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)?

Whiteman Airport is an existing general aviation airport. The Whiteman Airport Master
Plan Update includes at-grade improvements such as improvements to the airport
runways, reconfiguration of existing roadways within airport property, and construction of a
new automobile parking lot and a new non-airworthy aircraft tie-down parking area.
Improvements also include above grade improvements such as the construction of a new
two-story terminal facility and demolition of the existing one-story terminal facility and
construction of new conventional and portable hangars among existing hangars. None of
these improvements would increase hazards to air or roadway traffic due to a design
feature or incompatible uses. Therefore, project impact on hazards would be less than
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Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2010. Draft 2010 Congestion Management Program.
Exhibit 2-2, Levels of Service (LOS) for Arterial Intersections, p. 12.
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e) Resultin inadequate emergency access? (] [ X ]

Emergency services for the project site are provided by the Los Angeles County Fire
Department (LACFD) Air Operations unit, based at the Barton Heliport at the southeast
corner of the project site. The project site has three gates for ingress/egress. The Main
Gate and South Gate are both located on Osborne Street and the North Gate is located
northeast of Sutter Avenue. Construction of the proposed improvements would not result
in inadequate emergency access at these three gates, since all project construction
activities would be confined to airport property and all equipment and materials would be
staged within airport property and would not interfere with LACFD access to the project
site or surrounding properties. Emergency access to the project site during project
operation would be adequate. Therefore, project impact in relation to emergency access
would be less than significant.

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or |:| |:| |:| |E
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities?

The proposed project does not include any changes to adopted policies, plans, or
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities. Currently, no bicycle or
pedestrian facilities serve the project site; no bicycle, or pedestrian facilities are included
as part of the Master Plan Update. Metro bus routes 166/364 and 224 provide public
transit services to the project site. The proposed project would not impact services
provided by Metro to the project site. Therefore, no project impact to public transit,
bicycle, or pedestrian facilities would result.
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XVII.

UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS - Would the project:

a)

b)

c)

d)

f)

Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of then applicable Regional Water Quality
Control Board?

The project site is located under the jurisdiction of the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality
Control Board. The project will not result in contamination or an increase in discharge of
wastewater that might affect wastewater treatment. Thus, the proposed project will have
no impact on the wastewater treatment requirements of the RWQCB.

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant
environmental effects?

The proposed project will not result in the construction of new water or wastewater
treatment facilities. Therefore, no impact is anticipated.

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of
existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?

The proposed project consists of airport improvements, including the construction of a new
terminal facility with associated parking lot and green space, new hangars, transient
apron, relocation of runway thresholds, and reconfiguration of existing airport roadways.
The project will not require or result in the construction or expansion of new stormwater
drainage facilities beyond the scope of the project. Therefore, impact on the construction
of new stormwater drainage facilities would be less than significant.

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?

The proposed project will not result in a need for additional water supplies. Therefore, the
project will have no impact on existing water supply entitlements and resources.

Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in
addition to the provider's existing commitments?

No increase in the number of wastewater discharge facilities will occur as a result of the
proposed project. Therefore, the proposed project will have no impact on wastewater
treatment.

Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project's
solid waste disposal needs?

Construction of the proposed project will result in excess materials and construction
debris. Any solid waste generated will be disposed of by the contractor in accordance to
all Federal, State, and local regulations relating to solid waste. Therefore, the impact of
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the proposed project on Federal, State, and local solid waste statutes or regulations is

considered less than significant.

g) Comply with Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste? (] [ X ]
See XVI. f) above
Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
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XVIII.

MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE
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a) Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially [ ] [X] [ ] []

b)

reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop
below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal, or eliminate
important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?

The proposed project could potentially impact the habitat of wildlife species. However,
with the incorporation of the mitigation measures included in the attached biological
survey, the impacts will not significantly reduce the habitat of a wildlife species; cause a
wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels; or eliminate a plant or animal
community. Therefore, the impacts are considered less than significant with the
incorporation of mitigation measures.

Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?
("Cumulatively considerable” means that the incremental effects of a project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.)

To determine if the proposed project would have potential impacts that are individually
limited, but cumulatively considerable, the CEQAnet'® online database was queried and a
concurrent project list was obtained from City of Los Angeles. Table XVIII-1 (List of Open
Projects in Vicinity of Proposed Project Site) lists the few concurrent planning projects in
the immediate vicinity of the project site.

Table XVIII-1 - List of Open Projects in Vicinity of Proposed Project Site

Project Name Address Approx. | Status Acreage
Distance
(miles)
Van Norman Complex Rinaldi Street and Woodley 4.1 Unknown 18
Water Quality Avenue
Improvement Project
Lakeside Park Project 15275 Lakeside Street, Los 3.5 Pre- 68
Angeles, CA 91342 construction
Hansen Dam Ranger 12200 Osborne Avenue, 0.8 Under 0.13
Station Lakeview Terrace, CA Construction
91342
Hansen Dam Baseball 11770 Foothill Boulevard, 1.2 Design ~5
Field Lake View Terrace, Phase
CA 91342
Sheldon Skate Park 12477-12511 Sheldon 1.6 Under 0.57
Street, Sun Valley, CA Construction
91352

The Hansen Dam Baseball Field Project involves improvements to three existing baseball
fields and construction and operation of two new restroom structures and a new 6-inch
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sewer line connection associated with the restroom. Areas of potential concern include
noise, air quality, biological resources and cultural resources. Potential human health and
environmental effects resulting from Hansen Dam Baseball Field Project are expected to
be less than significant with the incorporation of environmental commitments. Noise and
air quality are two areas where potential impacts may extend beyond the project boundary,
and when analyzed with other concurrent projects may potentially result in cumulative
impacts for the community. However, construction and operational emissions of all criteria
pollutants would not exceed their respective significance criteria and regional air quality
impacts from peak daily emissions would be less than significant. The SCAQMD’s CEQA
significance criteria were developed with the understanding that development projects may
occur simultaneously throughout the South Coast Air Basin. As long as emissions from
the Whiteman Airport project and the Hansen Dam Baseball Field Project are all below
their significance thresholds, the cumulative impact will be less than significant. Due to the
Hansen Dam project’s distance from Whiteman Airport, air and noise impacts from
baseball field construction upon sensitive receptors near the Airport would be negligible.

The Van Norman Complex Water Quality Improvement Project is located approximately
four miles northwest of Whiteman Airport. This water quality improvement project seeks to
install a flexible membrane floating over its existing Los Angeles Reservoir facility,
construct a new water storage reservoir, and perform other water quality and supply
improvements. The proposed project, when viewed in connection with Van Norman
project, will not result in significant cumulative impacts due to the nature of the Van
Norman Complex project and its distance from the proposed project site.

Immediately adjacent to the Van Norman Complex is the proposed Lakeside Park Project,
which is located on an existing 68-acre Lakeside Debris Basin at Bledsoe Street and
Encinitas Avenue, approximately four miles from the southwestern edge of Whiteman
Airport. This community recreational facility comprises a 36-acre park, five baseball fields
of varying sizes, four full-size soccer fields, approximately 25,000 square feet of skateable
surface area, 500 parking spaces, an informal amphitheater, a playground, picnic areas,
bleachers with shade structures, concession stands, a community meeting room,
restrooms, lighting on the three larger baseball fields and two middle soccer fields, an
equipment storage room, and a maintenance yard. Some environmental issues include
potential air quality effects related to vehicle exhaust from the I-5 freeway as well as the
500 parking spaces, construction impacts on the surrounding neighborhood, changes to
the existing visual character of the project, noise impacts, and other issues relating to
public safety concerns. Many of the potential impacts resulting from the Lakeside Park
Project are localized and would not be expected to affect Whiteman Airport, which is
located four miles south. In addition, funding issues for Lakeside Park have postponed
construction indefinitely. Consequently, the construction schedules for Whiteman Airport
and Lakeside Park are not reasonably anticipated to overlap in the foreseeable future. The
EIR for Lakeside Park Project concludes that, with implementation of mitigation measures,
traffic impacts during the project’s operational phase will be less than significant. Traffic
spillover from Lakeside Park to Whiteman Airport is therefore not anticipated.

Whiteman Airport and its surrounding area is part of the proposed expansion area of the
amended Pacoima/Panorama City Redevelopment Plan, which was originally adopted
after the 1994 Northridge earthquake. The amendment aims not only to establish land use,
development and design controls on property development, but to promote new
businesses as well as improving housing. Any residential and business growth resulting
from the redevelopment activities is not expected to significantly affect the intensity of use
at Whiteman Airport, which is classified as a general aviation airport that primarily serves
small personal use aircraft and helicopters, and not as a commercial service airport with
scheduled passenger service. Based on the analysis of these planned development
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projects in conjunction with the proposed project, the combined impacts of all the projects
in the vicinity would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts.

Resources identified as requiring particular attention within this Initial Study include: air
quality, biological resources, cultural resources, geology/soil, hazards and hazardous
material, and noise.

Air Quality: The Airport Master Plan Update proposes to implement 14 projects between
2013 and 2022. Taking into account the tentative implementation schedule and the
estimated time required for each project, only one project would be executed at any given
time in all years except 2016 and 2018. In 2016, two projects would be implemented
simultaneously for most of the year; while in 2018, two projects would be implemented
simultaneously for approximately one month. In all cases, construction impacts will be
short term and less than significant. Furthermore, aircraft operation is expected to remain
below 2010 levels. Because ground-based operations are somewhat proportional to
aircraft operation, the proposed project would not introduce significant new sources of
stationary source emissions. Area source emissions generated on-site by operation and
maintenance of the proposed airport land uses would be minimal, and would not expose
adjacent sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.

Biological Resources: Occurrences of the Coast Horned Lizard, a California Species of
Special Concern, have been documented less than three miles from the project site.
Suitable habitat exists on the eastern portion of the project site to potentially support the
Coast Horned Lizard. Although construction of the new terminal facility is close to the
suitable habitat, disturbances have already occurred on the hill in the past from dirt
removing activities for fill materials. A qualified biologist would provide pre-construction
clearance surveys to determine the presence of the Coast horned Lizard and appropriate
mitigation measures would be employed if the presence of Coast Horned Lizard is
determined. Grading and ground-disturbing activities would also be disruptive to several
native bird species observed on the project site. Impacts to these birds could be avoided if
construction activities do not occur during nesting season. Furthermore, the proposed
project would not cause any significant impact to the existing California oak trees on the
project site. If they are found within the vicinity of any project development, they would be
removed and replaced. The County would abide by the Oak Tree Ordinance as applicable.

Cultural Resources: The proposed project would not have significant impacts to any
known or suspected archaeological or paleontological resources or known historic
resources. As the project site has a past history of development and only a very small part
of the improvements will occur on undeveloped land, no unique artifacts or items or human
remains are expected to be found during ground-disturbing activities. In the unlikely event
that a unique cultural resource is accidentally discovered, the proposed mitigation
measures CR-1, CR-2, and CR-3 would reduce any potential impacts to less than
significant.

Geology/Soil: A few very small areas located on the hill within the project site are classified
as earthquake-induced landslides by the State of California Seismic Hazards Map.
However, this potential for landslides exists mostly on the north facing slopes of the hill
and not on the southwest facing slopes where the grading will occur. The remaining hill
would also be stabilized before construction of the terminal facility and associated green
space and parking lot. Any potential impacts related to soil erosion during project
construction and operation will be reduced through construction phasing and controlled by
BMPs or applicable preventive measures to reduce erosion.

Hazards and Hazardous Material: The project site is found to have electrical equipment
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with the potential to contain PCBs and present the risk of releases and leaks into the
environment. PCBs are known to be carcinogenic and can cause adverse human health
effects. The existing Terminal Building and other structures constructed prior to 1981
could also contain ACMs in ceilings, flooring or pipe coverings and LBP may also have
been used in these structures. In addition, household paints, petroleum products and
hazardous materials and waste may be stored in some of the Northeast County T-
Hangers. Impacts due to PCBs, ACMs, LBP, and other hazardous materials and wastes
associated with proposed project will be less than significant if they are properly used
according to manufacturer’s instructions or properly managed, contained, and disposed
according to applicable requirements and regulation.

Noise:_The implementation of 14 projects between 2013 and 2022, proposed by the
Airport Master Plan Update, will generate short-term noise impacts during those years;
long-term noise impacts are not expected to increase significantly. The main sources of
noise on and near the Project site are aircraft operations and automobile and truck traffic
on surrounding roads. Nearby sensitive receivers include residential neighborhoods,
schools, parks, and churches. Mitigation measures will be necessary since predicted
increases in ambient noise levels will exceed local thresholds at two sensitive receivers.
However, noise impacts from construction activities will, in general, be less than
significant. Aircraft activity is not expected to increase over the years; rather, activity levels
will remain below the 2010 baseline, posing no significant noise impact on workers or
nearby sensitive receivers.

In summary, given the nature of the proposed project and the relatively low anticipated
increase in staffing combined with the lack of potential for these airport improvements to
contribute to growth in the surrounding environment, the project’s incremental effects are
not expected to be cumulatively considerable.

c) Does the project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects [ ] [] [] [X
on human beings, either directly or indirectly?

Many of the potential adverse environmental effects on humans would be reduced to a
less than significant level through the application of standard conditions set forth in the
discussion above. This would include potential effects related to seismic stability and
hazards and hazardous materials. Potential direct or indirect adverse effects on humans
related to air quality and noise have been addressed through mitigation measures and
reduced to the level of less than significant impact. The proposed improvements at
Whiteman Airport aim to accommodate base aircraft owners and needs of existing and
anticipated tenants, and to correct deficiencies in the existing facilities to conform to
Federal and State regulations. Many of the project components such as shortening the
runway to provide for full runway safety area and providing a new apron that has sufficient
room for aircraft to maneuver are upgrades to meet FAA recommendations and standards.
Additionally, other issue areas associated with the project have been analyzed in
accordance with CEQA guidelines and the level of impact will range from no impact to less
than significant impact with the incorporation of mitigation measures. Consequently, the
proposed project would not have a direct or indirect detrimental environmental impact on
human beings.
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DISCUSSION OF WAYS TO MITIGATE SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS

Section 15041 (a) of the State CEQA guidelines states that a lead agency for a project has authority
to require changes in any or all activities involved in the project in order to lessen or avoid significant
effects on the environment. . The following mitigation measures have been included to reduce
impacts to less than significant:

Biological Resources

e BR-1: Prior to grading or vegetation removal, two daytime pre-construction clearance surveys
may be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if the Coast Horned Lizard is present.
Should Coast Horned Lizards be present, the qualified biologist will recommend additional
project-specific mitigation measures for temporary construction impacts.

e BR-2: A pre-construction survey may be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine the
presence or absence of active nests within or adjacent to the project site to avoid the nesting of
breeding birds or burrowing owls.

Cultural Resources

e CR-1: In case of an archaeological discovery, a qualified archaeologist will monitor ground-
disturbing activity in native soils or sediment during the proposed development of the new
Whiteman Airport terminal, associated parking facilities and the new hangar structures. The
archaeologist will be empowered to temporarily divert grading equipment in the event of
discovery and allow for sufficient time to evaluate and potentially remove the find. If the find is
determined by the archaeologist to be significant, the County will protect the resource to the
extent feasible.

e CR-2: If buried paleontological resources are encountered during construction activities, the
County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works, Aviation Division (County), will ensure that
all activities cease until a qualified paleontologist has evaluated the resource and has determined
the significance. If any significant resources are discovered, the County will protect the resource
to the extent feasible.

¢ CR-3: Should human remains be encountered, all work in the immediate vicinity of the burial
must cease, and any necessary steps to ensure the integrity of the immediate area must be
taken. An archaeologist will immediately notify the Los Angeles County Coroner (LACC). After
determining that the remains are Native American in origin, LACC will then notify the California
State Native American Heritage Commission. Construction work will resume only after proper
authorization is received.

Geology and Soils

e GEO-1: Dust control measures shall be implemented during project construction activities in
addition to grading.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

e HM-1: PCBs associated with transformers, capacitors, or switchgear equipment, if any, will be
properly managed prior to removal.

e HM-2: An assessment for ACMs and LBP will be performed by certified professionals for
buildings or other structures that will be removed or altered as part of the Whiteman Airport
Master Plan project. ACMs and LBP will be properly abated prior to demolition.
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HM-3: The Northeast County T-Hangers storage facilities will be inspected for household paints,
petroleum products, hazardous materials and waste prior to demolition. If any of these materials
are present, the materials will be properly disposed.

HM-4: Potentially disturbed areas associated with certain project areas to be modified or
constructed during or after 2014 will be inspected by qualified professionals prior to modification
or construction.

N-1: The construction contractor will ensure that all construction equipment, fixed or mobile, is
properly operating (tuned-up) and that mufflers are working adequately.

N-2: The construction contractor will ensure that all construction equipment is located so that
emitted noise is directed away from sensitive noise receivers.

N-3: The construction contractor will ensure that stockpiling and vehicle-staging areas are located
as far as practical from noise-sensitive receptors during construction activities.

N-4: The construction contractor will route heavily loaded trucks away from neighboring
residential dwelling units.

N-5: Two weeks prior to the construction, the construction contractor will provide notification in
writing to adjacent residences if they would be located within 150 feet of the active construction
activity.

N-6: The construction contractor will provide temporary noise barriers, including sound blankets,
between the areas of active construction and sensitive receivers.

N-7:  The construction contractor will, to the extent practicable, use electrically powered
equipment instead of equipment powered by fuel consumption; the electric power in this case will
not be derived from use of on-site fossil fuel-based generator sets.

No other significant effects have been identified. However, the following standard measures have also
been included:

Air Quality

Compliance with applicable air pollution control regulations.

Biological Resources

Abidance with the Los Angeles County Code (Code), Title 22: Part 16 OAK TREE PERMITS,
Sections 22.56.2050 through 22.56.2260, as applicable.

Geology and Soils

Proper disposal of all excess excavated material.

Site grading will be in strict compliance with the requirements of the South Coast Air Quality
Management District Rule 403 for dust control. Preventive measures to reduce flooding and
erosion will be incorporated into the project's site grading plans.

Whiteman Airport Master Plan May 2014
Initial Study of Environmental Factors Page 4-86



Hazards and Hazardous Material

e Maintenance of construction equipment.

e Compliance or compatibility with all applicable noise and ordinances during construction.

e Construction activities would be restricted to the County appointed construction times.

Transportation

Advance notification of all street and/or lane closures and detours to all emergency service agencies and
affected residents.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A brief explanation is required for all answers except "No Impact" answers that are
adequately supported by the information sources a lead agency cites in the parentheses
following each question. A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced
information sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer should
be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general standards
(e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants based on a project-
specific screening analysis).

All answers must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as
on-site, cumulative as well as project level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as
well as operational impacts.

"Potential Significant Impact” is appropriate if an effect is significant or potentially
significant, or if the lead agency lacks information to make a finding of insignificance. If
there are one or more "Potential Significant Impact" entries when the determination is
made, an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) is required.

"Less Than Significant With Mitigation Incorporation” applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from "Potential Significant Impact" to a "Less
Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation measures and
briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant level (mitigation
measures from Section XVIII, "Earlier Analysis," may be cross-referenced).

Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tiering, program EIR or other
California Environmental Quality Act process, an effect has been adequately analyzed in an
earlier EIR or Negative Declaration. Section 15063(c)(3)(D). Earlier analyses are discussed
in Section XVIII at the end of the checklist.

Lead agencies are encouraged to incorporate into the checklist references to information
sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plans, zoning ordinances). See the sample
guestion below. A source list should be attached and other sources used or individuals
contacted should be cited in the discussion.
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+¢ List of Preparers «*

5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS

County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works
Albert Anidi,
Patrick Di Leva, Aviation Division

UltraSystems Environmental
Robert Rusby, Project Manager (2010-2011)
Michael Rogozen, D.Env., Project Manager (2011-2014)

Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Analysis
Ben Wong, Air & Noise Scientist

Stephanie Chen

Brendan Keeler

Mike Lindsay

Giuseppe Cefalu

Biological Technical Report
Joyce Mak
Kristie Spiro

Phase I Cultural Resources Inventory
Stephen O’Neil

Noise
Michael Rogozen, D. Env.
Mike Lindsay

Focused Phase I Environmental Site Assessment
Dan Herlihy

Checklist Preparation and Revisions
Carl Hung

Lindsey Hashimoto

Jack Emerson
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+* Distribution List **

6.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST

FEDERAL AGENCIES

U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
6010 Hidden Valley Road
Carlsbad, CA 92009

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
915 Wilshire Blvd, Suite 1101
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Federal Aviation Administration
Margie Drilling

Federal Aviation Administration
Los Angeles Airport District Office
P.0.Box 92007

Los Angeles, California 90009

STATE AGENCIES

State Clearinghouse

Office of Planning and Research
1400 Tenth Street

P. 0. Box 3044

Sacramento, CA 95812-3044

California Departm