Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules


A P P E N D I X   H

D R A F T   P R O G R A M   E N V I R O N M E N T A L   

A S S E S S M E N T   C O M M E N T   L E T T E R S   A N D

R E S P O N S E S   T O   T H E  C O M M E N T S














C O M M E N T   L E T T E R   1





C I T Y   O F   L O S   A N G E L E S
[image: image1.png]Rpra 33,3000

Barry R, Wallecstein, D. Ev., Executive Officer
South Coast Afr Quality Managément Distict
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA. 917654182

i

Dear Dr. Wallerstein:

The City of Los ngeles (Ciry bas reviswed the Draft Progeam Bavironmental Assessment (PEA) fix the
‘Proposed Flect Rules and Relatod Rulc Amendsteats and s pleased to provide the South Cosst Al
‘Quality Management Distict (Distict vih our comaments o the document. The City of Los Angelés
bas mor tzken a positon on the proposed fcct ules, andis providing these comuments in our role @ &
tosponsible sgency under the California Environmentat Quality Act (CEQA). Responsibie agencies 3l
be required to consider the cvironmente] effects of any proposed action semming from e rles. ;-
Therefore, it is vital that the PBA provide adoquats nforination o aliow the public and decision-makérs
to fully yaderstand th implicafons of proposed actons. In hat egard, as we describe a our

below and i the aizched Technical Comments, st Would réquest hat he document be revised in .
Followig ways: i

- the poteatial impeets on the provision of public services shold address smitation,stret sweepiog
anct vepai, iy, nd ransit services sing these public servioes are dircely affected by the proposed
rules and have not becn nsluded in the PEA:

- o ptetial impacts o publ el wnd safety fromsiguifisaty ncreasing the s of gscous ks
St be vised o eflestthepoteatal bazards ft uch fuels may pose; H

~ ke potectial impacts on 1ind use from the siing and construction of new ltornative fucl £
imfrastzuchive should be addressed 5o that local fand vse autboriies, sach as the City of Los Angeles,
‘can ise the PRA 10 inform fand use decisions;

- the altematives analysis should abosider the roasonsble and frasiblc elternatives that e City )
suggested i ur commets on the Noticé of Preparation (NOP), such a5 an alternative that wouldecly
on 2 voluntary, incentive-based program 1o ackieve the projects goals, one that uses a fuel-neural,
emissions-based spprosch, and one thas would exiead the rle to al lcts, public end privaic; and

- the analysis of enmulative mpdcts should be revised o consider the proposs fleet rules in the
broader conteit oF astions by the California Air Resources Board and the US. Enviromnental
Protection Agency (EPA) rehtiv to vehicle, eagines, nd reforsmted sad atemative foels. .|

We losk forwsed to working with the Distrct o improve the PEA 5o that it e be used by the Disrict
and responsible agencies  Informn tae decisior-meking process
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Publo Servh
“Th City 1 conccrned that the potental ypacts on the provision of public serices have not been |
adequatcly addvessed n the PEA, Tn considering public sevice impacts, the PEA as5esses impacts o
Schools, potioe, and ire services, Hovwever, given that these ulésane dicecly targeted o public agedcios
and tiat public sgencies provide  wide variety of public Services,the PEA should hve assessed the!
potsaisl Tapaots ofthe proposed fisetrles on all public services, inluding the irmpact on satator,
siveet swecping ad repair, water and clecuricty servicss ransit nd ofhrs. Since the PEA scknowlsdges
it compressed natural gas vebicles have reduced payload capaciy and range and are less rolable than
comventionliy-fueled vehicles,inefficiencics i ths provision of vieal municipal services would resylt
from convarsion of flect vebicles o this and other slicrntive fusls. I 2ddiion, the conversion to
aftcmatfvs el feets fs more cxpessive then coptinuing to purchase copventionalfy fuéled vehicles, |
Tesuliing in facreased casts t goverament agencies that could potentially vesut fn 2 oduetion of servicés
‘andfor financie] impacts 10 resdens. These potentially signfioant impacts must be analyzed and |
appropriste mitigafion measnzos must b nchuded in the Environmental Assessment.

Public Health and Safety (Hazards) {

The City s also coneesned that e potental hazerds of rausportng, storing, dispensing, end vsiag.
‘gascons fusts bave ot beea fuly or adoqualely addsessed in the PEA. The PEA's conclusion tat it
‘Sibie heait and ity concems assoed i clan el Wil bt e s dan v of |
‘comventions] faels s unsubstantiated by the evideace. The Disrict must flly and compeehensively
addeess the public health and safety concerns associated with large scale implementation of gaseous fuols
in axdex to identify aud mitigate he significant hazurdows impacts tht these fcls iy pose. The G5t
step it this proccss wolld be for the District o ruect with emergency response personnel,as the CHy bas
previously ecomuended. The City would ssb recomesend e creaion of a Safety Task Force. -{
ompriscd of fize sefety and risk management pécsounel who can develop sefety proceduses, irsining sd
siatenance protocels, and respandes guidelines fo the use of gascous il infrastecturo and vohiciés.

Lond Use .
A5 the PEA cléarly demonstates,the construction of fucling nfrastructure wil result in a varlery of |
‘environmentat impacis. Unfortunately, the PEA does wot inslude Land Use impacts arson those
anticipatd, reasoning tiat constructlon of e ueling infrastrcrire will ither acour 2t existing
‘mainténance and fuling facilifcs o a s st e curcently zomed for such wses. s a tesponsible |
agency, the City ¥l be required to use he PEA to inform any Jand use decisions stemmming from the
proposcdules. Therefore, the patcatal fat future fusling infrastructure development could occur i
areas that are ot currently 2006d for Such fucilities of 0 ateas adjacent to usidential ar other ¢
‘ncompatibl bses could sesut lund ussfmpasts th the PEA.should density andmitigate 8 nocessasy.

Adtionally, paysical consicainis a some acilies could L the biiy o accomimodate the adGisopal
Tuslig infrsicture o addiional vehicles hat may e 1oquied o overcome payload Josses, possioly
‘ecessitating he expansion of foetyards 10 3djacent Propertes oF new sites. Tn he case of snitaios]
velicls, he sitng of expanded or new faclies i3 geaerally difficuland couldalso esult n fand use!
Topacts. 1o, he potental hazards asociaied ith gas¢0us utls could also el i fand wse impacts
Fom the siting of fucling infiasracture. 1fthe PEA isfo secve as 2 programmatic CEQa document which
responsible agencis can wso ot rom which they 62 dor e projects, tho Distiet st asses the
ot and e o Teling o e ropose ek sy od sy
igaificant impacts tba may ocour
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Alieruatives Analysis
The PEA bas rejected the alfernatives to the project suggesiod in the City's comment letir on the Notoe

‘of Propazation (NOP). The City belives that he ahtermatives reqoested could feasibly and effesiively
‘mest the project’s objectives and would provide for informmed decision-mking by the Dictict and
cesponsible ageasics trough the disclosure of mpcts asoviated with a ruge o project aternatives

Voletars, Fcenstve-Bosed Program —1n ous compments on the NOP, the Ciy had recomubended et o
Distictan elterasive spprosch be fncluded for assessmaent in the FEA (it would have refiod on tho'
creation of ncenfives fo achieve fe District’s goals. The PEA’S response to this ecommendation was
e Distriotbad "no jurisdictionsl autority (o authorize or fund additional prograens” and that “a.
oltntary ineeative based progeam i ot corsidered atrus kermative,” The Cify s disappointed thi s
alrenacive has been reected by the Distict, We would request @t e Distict e-evafuate the broad
authiority provided e it under tho Health and Safety Code a1 re¥isw State anthority to determine. 1|
ehether a incentive-based alamative could feasibly weet the Districts abjectives. The District appears
to bave had such broad authority in the past when developing sed implementing the micket-besed

+ RECLAIM program. |
Fuel-Newral, Bmissions-Based Program - The City had recoromended bat an aternative that uses Sfacke
‘meiral, emissions: based approach to achieving the broject’s Gbjectives b asscsscd in the FEA. Tn
respanse, o Distic has indicatedthat e rles have incorporaied a usl-neutral approach “o 2 ceTsin
extene”sad at i Some Of e rules “ere s elemient of sl neUalty.” Assessing a ful-neciraly
cmissions-based altemative at fully and completely adopted the fucl-neral oncept would allow .
docision-makers and foe public 1o understand the {mplications and benefis of the proposed floct nules and
S20ud be incloded in a evised PEA,
At Fleets Alternative - Gven that the PEA indicates that public sevtor fleet vehicles represent ono-
quatter of the fiect vehicles i the basi, extending the rles fo sl fees, publc aad privats, coold |
‘orsntally il the benefits of the proposed rules, owever, e PEA inappropristely sercens out fthm
fucthee analysis this altcrnaivo on tho basis that s Distrit does 10t have suficint saff rsourses. The.
District hes indicated Soth in the PEA. and in public comments that they intend to extend these fules t the
private sector In the fiture 2nd the PEA is meats o rvo a5 2 rogrammatic dooument tiat evaluatesiall
known futar actions st o tho rule, Therefore, the pontial benefits ad impacts of SYPIYITE
the flet rles o the private scfor must e evalusted:

Economie 200 Social lmpacts . H
The PEA conoludes that the proposod rules wiflnot resultin any direst economio and social impacts;

referving thereader 6 the fortaonming Socioeeonoitio Irpact Report or a comalete discussion of Suth
issues. As commented ebove, tho proposed fleet rlls Taay 1esult n signiffoant costs o govermment. |
agencies, pocatiall rosultng in th diversion resonross from other programs ot in tie aising of feesion
e public to sscommodte these additional costs. Thése potential impacts  pubic services shovld e
addressed in the PEA. Additionally, the Disticts imability to provide the Socioeconomic Repori for.
weview i conjimction with the PEA s resulted in a publi seviewt process that s been inconples= and
disjoinied, By bifurcating the environmeatal and sociosconomi analyses i this way, the District
comited a disservioe to e pubiic and decision-makers seeking 0 VLderstand the ull implications of

* the propased rules.

‘Soecific Analysis for Bach Rule
By sggrogating tae ral togethe for purposes of analyss, e PEA does not alfow tho public, e
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segulated cormunity, o dosision makers so waderstand the impacts and benefis of cach of tae propdsed
Toles on an individual basis. CEQA Toquires €hat programumatio environmentl asséssmens provide
‘sufficient detai to astess individus] projects on their oxm merits, oerwise focused asscssaents are be
sequired fos indivichal project approval, Therefore, in order to provide ulland somplets dselosure and
i order 10 adequately inform the decision-tnaking proosss, the PEA must detal the impacts and beriefits
‘of each role individually as well a i the aggregate.

The City apprestates you consideration of these comracats and concerns, In light of thesigaifican
changos and additions] analyses coquited in the PEA f0 produce a document tha can be used by te:
District 2 responsible ageacies w inform (e decision-making processes, the Distict mut reviss .
re-ciroufate the dogument ot additional public eview. Suck edditional reviese shobld coineide with the
publioreview of the forthcoring Socioeconamic Repart 0 provide a full and complete undersianding of
the bensfis, mpcts, and costs assosiated with the proposed ales. In this way, the Final Program
‘Emvironmanial Assessment can adequtel inforen and enfghten the public, e regulated commuity, ead
ocision-makers s they consider the proposed flct ulcs.

Very traly yours, .
JAEY ~< St IR
ot Den ko

Chief Logislsive Analyst ‘Envizonmontal Afrsics Degattment

E— i
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Comuments on Califoraia Eivironmental Quality Act (CEQA) Process
A5 8 epontible agenoyunder CEQA and in folowing the process for esponsiole agencies
(CCR 15096(d),the Ciy of Los Angeles has conchuded (vat the "Dratt Program Envommental
Assesament for Froposed Floet Vehicle Rates and Related Amendments® (DPEA) doss notmieet
e Standands of Adequacy of an ETR (PRC 71083, CCR 15151). Therefore, the DFEA mustbe
revised to address hse insdequacies end be socitcalated prior o Gertcation by the Governitg
Board in socordance with CCR 15088.5(:)(4)

As defined nder CCR 15121(3), "An EIR is an nformstions] dosument which will inform.
‘blic ageicy docision mlkers and te public generally of the Significant envirormaeatal effect of
2 projec,identiy possible ways to iniize tho siguificant <fects, and descibe seasonable
altemtives to the project” The subject DPEA fil o assess foaslbe atoraatves recommended:
‘bysthe City in our respomse to the Notice of Preparation (CCR 15126(d)(2)) acd fails 1 address
and includeall foreseeabte sctons iathe No Projectaltermative (CCR. 15126(d)é4). The subject
‘DEEA slso fals t address potentialaveas of ignificat iect and ndirect impacts from the
offects of the proposed fleet rules an land use, publi services, nd public safcty. Fially, et
ofthe information included in tho PPEA does not provide & balanced view of tha areas of
disagresment. Adltionally, thefitur of the DPEA to swamarize the 1asia points of
dissgrcement (CCR 15151) deutified huongh the ruls werkehap and task forco process is
contrary to the requiremaents of CEQA aed contrary 10 promoting 2 informed pubic aud
iormmed decision-mling. | g

“The City of Los Angeles will expand an the sperific fssucs whete we believe the docuumentis
inadequate in the commenis below, which follow the forrmat ofthe DIPEA. Duc o the.
incompleteness of the aualysi, the City may provide edditions] comments on the DPEA.

Chapter 1 - EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

California Environmental Quality Act - Type of Enviroumentat Asséssient
“The City appresiaies and understands the additional fiexibility ioherent u 2 Program EIR, and.
‘supports the SCAQMD'S sclection of this enviromepial roview proccss, However, the
additional flexibilicy lso creates special responsibifites to ensus it the public a0d desision.
‘malcers are fully informed. The DPEA should be revised to 24dfcss all of the inadequaci of e
document,or desailed project Envizonmental Assesaments that ad(cess tho iadequacies of be.
analysis should be proparod for each individual rule and submirid for public review and
commest

Intended Usss of the Docament
‘The SCAQMD bss indisatedthat local public sgcaies raay voly on the Draft PEA for making
Tend usc and planaing decisions relted to the proposed rues. Kowever,the SCAQMD did not-
sesess potential sad s sud plamiog impacts of t propased project because t was zssumed
hat extsting refueing and enaintenance fafles would be capabie of being converted to
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[image: image6.png]altemsative el infastractur, The siting of ateznative fiel ites w2y require zoping ad land
‘use changes to comply it the tequirements of the proposed rules, as ot all sies ax6
appropriate for allerntive fuels aud additonal property mey need 1o be scquired to meet the
roquiremments of tho proposed et s, Purbe, th City i concerned ta the potentil direot
and indieet impasis the proposed rules would hae on publio serviess have not been adquataly
‘valuated or considered. Finally, the potential increased health ud safety impacts 16 publc snd
enmergetey persomnel ssociated with e expditous introduction of nanval gas vehicies sad
Infrestasture.on s largs scale have not been adequately assessed in tve DPEA. By not
ddusssing the potential impacts associated with placing additonal planing, land use, public
service, and public safety requizsaments or the City, the full aid potenfiely sigaificant impacts
bave not been disclosed e DPEA. Therefore, tho DPBA i iadsquate for he SCAQMD's
intended uses o th docunent and doss not provide public ageacies with suffcient formation
1o meke soun polisy decisions.

he level of eavironmental suslyses included i the DPEA docs ot conform 2 SCAQMD's
ianended use of tho DPEA s a ool fo faiftate the decison uaking process, The DPEA docs
ok contain enovgh deai  determine the impacts and benefitsof ech o the roposed rles
fest ules and amendiments, Tho 1ack of st information mekes it impossivle to deformine the
coseffeciveness of the propossd rales and to assess he publie servios Fmpacts dad, therofore,
impodes iifocmed dosision moking. Accerdingty, the DPEA, in s curent form canzot be used
to support consideration by the Governing Bosed of respansible agencies for et ule edogtion.
‘Thezedore the City recommmiends thatrule specific analssis be prosidad in e recirculuted DPEA
o in subsedqueat peoject spociio DEAs in cnder 0 allow for esningfl publio paricipation i
e e development process and informed deciion-miking.

Chapter 2 - PROTECY DESCRIPTION

SCAQMID'S Multiple Air Tosics Exposure (VATES II) Study
I addrsssing o emission leves i the Basin, the SCAQMD has used tho findings of the
Multiple Air Tosies Expostre Study (MATES) T to ilusraté thas motor vehiclos and sther
mobile soucces are e predorainant sourco of cancer-cansing =i pollutauts i the Basin. As
‘commented on the MATES I Study, e ity roquests tha the nacertainties assosiated wih the
MATES I ved be fully disclosed, explained, and documented.in the Draft PEA, end the health
siscimplications associtcd it he sssumptions bo discussed. In Lght of o eoemt submmisston.
of comaments from severl mermbess o the Air Toxic Stody Techmical Review ("Technical
Responsss (0 the Mulliple Air Toxics Exposure Sty - 11, Final Report” SCAQMD Agenda lem
#15, April 21, 2000), the umcertaipviss associared with the study st bé described in & oamer
@l provides the public and decision makers ¥ith & Sood understanding of e uncartainties and
theirimplications.

In addition to disolosing the uncestaintiss of the MATES I, study the SCAQMD sttould include.
a discussion on other diesel airtoxio studies and eir toxic reduction efforts currently arderway i
the rocizoulated DPEA, including 3 discussion of the 1999 Hiealth Effects Tstitte study, an
updats of the US EPA.effots, aud the California Air Resources Board Neads Assésment for
Diceel Air Toxics. A complete discuasion is necessary 10 promots an informed public and.
informed decision making
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‘Tho SCAQMD s relying upon authority granted underthe Califoruia Health aud Sty Code
(H&SC) §40447.5 o establsh a methanol equivalent requiseasent when replacing vehicles with
altermative fuel vehices. Specificaly, ngings must be cestified o the PM and NOx exhmust
‘exvission standards 25  tethanol-fucted engind o better. T proposed rules rc being
promulgated o téduce both crtera and toxisair pollutas on ths basis of “mebancl
equivalency” wihich ths SCAQMD hes not defined i ters taat can b measured for
complizace. The City equests ha the SCAQMD provide & clear definition of “etaancl
equivalency” in the recieculated DPEA.

Additionally, the underlyng provision of H&SC §40447.5 indicates that the SCAQMD
implemant this statue "o fhe T cxiens Fatlle.” According o PRC 210611, feasibiticy
‘must tak into account economic, environmental,social ad tecinological tors. Based on the
ack of socioeconoaic anlysi t date forthe proposed project, the lack of ectuical oasibility
ansiyses for the various tachuologies propossd, and incopiplete descriptions and staff ceports for
‘ripased rules 11921196, 11861, a1d amendeacnts 0 Rulo 431.2, o SCAQMD s ot
‘Bl their statutory ushorsty o implemeaasion of the proposed rles.

‘Project Objestives
“The bjectve of educg crierta and ordc st polasans bnthe Basia s shared by he Clty. Tn
paticular, the ity fully supposts tae SCAQMD's Eavirormental Justios Infiative #7, w
ek 1o rcate inceatives o clean-up or remove dicsel engines in the basin.” To this end, the
City b taken tasny actiots  increase the o of altormative fueh-vehicles within our fleet and
among City contactors 0 & feasible aud cosboffective mammer.

Another project bjeccie of the proposed riles s o fcrease the avalabiity of Ruding for
altraative slean-fueled vehicle teohnology aud mrastructure project. The City had
xocommended in our NOP comments (Appendix C) thet & volumiay incentve-based grograaa be
camsideted as an altemative 1 the poposed ogulktory spproach. I rejcting the altezstive
(SCAQMD #1-14), e SCAQD indited that they have o authorty o anthorize or fuad
aditional programs beyond those i which it i alzeady nolved. However, HASC §40848.5
gives the SCAQMID substaniial authoriy 1o crese, scel fading, aud aditsternonegulslory
tcan ot programs and showld have boen a53¢s5ed I he DPEA, Accordingl, he City baleves
cejoction of s alternativeis inconsistent withthe project objectiveand showld be ovslusted i
o tocioutaiod DPEA. More ipertanty, e City requests it (e SCAQMD gives sirous
consideration on e raeans o Provide adeqeatc fnding icl2ding the use of uvzent SCAQMD
fonding soues.

The Gity s comoermed that in the DPEA, the SCAQMD identifiss tochnologies that chiove.
crnission zedctions similar o hoss prcpased rales, but then Flls to ovalaate o assess those:
tochmologics as altecaatives o the proposed fect ules. As an oxaple, wcordmg 10 the
information in the DPEA, pariculae iaps with Iow sulfor diosel fucls re capable of cxcoeding
{and for the CARB Urbim Bus Rul, tre axpecied o exceed) thé “roethanol equivalency” erteria
ofthe proposed rles. Theofore, ot including the uso of thcse techmologies becuse of ack of
centification by CARB does 1ot allow the public and decision suakers the opportunity to cvaluats
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[image: image8.png]€easiblo atermatfves that could et profect objsctives, Renewable fuels, eady inroduction of
fuel olls, cleaner conventionsl fucl, along with tho tectmologics already iacluded need 19 be
‘provided fn the recirculated DEBA. Such cvaluation showld fnclude a discussion of the e
horizon such technologies are antcipsted to b available for comumercial application, inclading
‘CARE certificarion, and the emission benefitmpasts associaied with tose implementation
schodules, Galy with suoh faformation cay the beaefis of the verious teshslogies bo evaluated
in Jight of the potential envitommental impacts ssociated with each of the technologics.

‘Ths City supports the SCAQMD's obeciive of ceducing rietio and toxi ai pollutants, but
believes trgeling governmant und specific public-service private fleets s inconsistent with and
may st the SCAQMD abilcy t ully echieve allhe project objestives. To bette undersizad
the beneiits and fmpacis of regulating public foets verus ai et the ity speciScally
requested that all public utitities, el provides and privats fests bs considered equally vader
e proposed fleet ules. However,ths Gity's equest to evaluate an “All Fleets Alicomative” was
sejectad as nfeasible dus 1o lack of siaff resoimocs. Yet, the SCAQMD hus also sased that they
fniend to consider auch am altemsaivo i the S, ndicating the alteruativeis easible and the
action foresesable. The SCAQMD ofiers no impast ar feasibility diseussions on the altemarive:
1o justity excluding comsnercial fless from the propascd projoct, even thongh an “Al1 Fleets
Alerative? would be expected 1 esult n more bemefits than the propased project and better
neet the projeat objectives. Senee there were o sigulfioant impacts found in DPEA forpublic
fisos, thoss s D0 asis 1o a5 there wrould e mpass from private fleets mesting (he same
e or assumptions 25 thoso of publio Rects Finally, resoures requirements could be reduced
i vegulation of both public and private fees o larger sizes (&, > 100 Vehicles) were
mvestigaied, versus sl public lcts of 15 vebicles ormors, An asscssment o his hecnative
oot be iocaded in the cecireated DFEA.

‘Project Deserlption
“The City takes issue with the adequacy of the public process o date, u light of the non-
sespopsiveucss of the SCAQMD comments on the NOP attached): Gonsidered review fas beca.
irapeded by the SCAQMD fling to provido dovuments fo timely review aad comment,
capesially the Socioessomic Analyss. i 2ot 25 s s being drate the Sociosconomic
Amalysis s sl not avalable. With the modest benefia of this proposal, the cost factcss bave
even grester impartance fo informed decision weking. In additin, funding requirements fox
‘roposed fect e mplemsneaion by Jocal goveraments have a direet elzsonship 1o public
Servioe impacts that st be assessod i the DPEA. Therefore, e DPEA aud the
Socioesouornic Asalysis are insxticably linked and should undergo congurreqt reviw.

PR 1191- Clean On-Road Light- and Medinm-Daty Flect Vohicles
From the analysis in the DPEA, i is not possible to deteftone the specific kmpacts and beoefits
of Proposed Rule'} [91, except t note tht the expected beacfits of the PR. 1191 aze mivor.

“The assessment o light-and oo duty Yehicles included in the DPEA is Sawed by lack of
conparison ith existing egularons (CARS LEV ) which would proyide some conteit 19
‘valuatethe mpacts.and benfits f e propased feetrles. Tho sssessmant does nat infude
o existing slfeative fueled nd low enitting veices cutemly i ose i effsted it (Tblo
4:2), nos does i include any future putchases oflow emiting and altemative fuled velictes by
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[image: image9.png]“effetsg feets that would occa under existing policies and programs. Siace the assumptions on
e baseline are suspect and methods to caloulate enission banefls for s rle axe b, the
ity suggests e methods and assuumptions b cleasy disclosed in e Tecisenlated DFEA.

“Tha DPEA must ovaluate the fmpaci of admiisiztve rcord Kecping and eporting associated
with the vle. Tn he 1997 Air Quality Managemeat Plan (AQMP), e SCAQMD semoved
‘severs! control messures nchudd in the 1994 AQMP dus (o significant sdmiaistrative budons
associsted wit the ules, n lght of the mivima ai quelity bemefis achieved by the . The
'DPEA fals (0 ovluate the impacts f record Keeping snd repering an the egulaed commuaiy,
thersby precluding decision mlers from considering such impacts Wit the context of ovrlap
with CARB tegulatory prograrys. The 20ditonal il to consider the tecord Xecping burden
light of e mitiual benefts of propssed Rule 1191, docsmot allot decision makers (o balance
thege scues as was dore for the AQMP measurcs,

‘The DPEA does not évaluato the impacts to public services resulfing from the awthority proposed.
40 be granted to the Execttivo Offcer o approve ity vehicle pucchascs. This rule provision
a3 the poteutal 1 be time consuming, inoFicient, s c0wld potentially el n impacts o8
‘providiag public services. Ou citria ae based on providing the best possible ervice fo ouc
ciizgns i an enviroumentally seasiive mmmer, with the suomum efficiency end the lowest
S8t o e public, and placing toss vehicles into service &5 quickly and consisteptly as possible.
The DPEA should evalvate the impacts of such a policy of providing SCAQMD oversight of
vicle purchases based upon ar qualiy o the eitcis, o public services and provide
approprizte mitigaions fo sivinize inpacts o public services.

‘The redit prograrm proposed by the SCAQMD was ot ssessed i tho DPES,. The SCAQMD
should provide m amalysis ofthe imparts of amplementing the credit program in th recizoulafed
DPEA. The SCAQMD hould jusify why oy aternativ ucled SULEV and ULEV vekicles
axe eligible for credt prograune under (bs proposed ules. Pundamentally, the objective of
reducing ctecis 1 sir w3l cniesions should b the hghest pioiy of e rle, any technology
S meeis thoss emission based gonls showld b considered oqualty under the ulc.

‘Additional informstion on: the eost of implementation the beneits of existing use of altemative.
fued and low emission vehicles; rd the benefis of the continuing Implementation of existing
‘polices and progyuos t ncrease the Use Of aermative fualed and 10% erission vehicles s
‘meoded 1o alos orough evaluation of the potential kmpacts of the rule.

PR 1192 - Clean Ou-Road Yransit Buses
“The lovel of analysis in the DFEA s inadequate ft the City o comment mesmingfolly on the
impacts and benetis of the e, Although, the City requested  compasicon o the beneis of
Proposed Rule 1192 with tho CARB Uban Bus Rul, that comparicon has uot besn provided.
‘Alteruative B does ot allow resoluton of tis question sinec all fhcr e igpac and benefits
are o inchuded i the akemative, This Yack of avalyss to allow meeningful eview of the
Specifio sloents of th alermativs aud proposed rus s a scrious deficiency tader CEQA.
which the SCAQMD RSt cortect i tre re-<ireulated DPEA. In additon, such an aralysi is
‘macessary o ensus et proposed e 1192 is ot duplcative o inconsisten with CARBs
Urban Bas Rule.
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[image: image10.png]45 commented above,the City is concerned tha i the DPEA, the SCAQUD dentifies
teciologics that achieve ennission redueions simila 1 hose of the proposed rules, but hen
Gl to cvaluate or assess those teohnologies asalernaives 10 the proposed et rulés.
‘Renewable fusis, early intxoduston of fc cels, isc of hybrid electric buses, and olean-dicsel
technologies, along with an objestve evaluation of tho oshnologics ervady fneluded in
‘proposed Rue 1152, aeed to be provided i the rcircusted DPEA. The evaluation should
ncludo & Gscussion Of the e hotizon for each fechuology beconting conmoercially available,
including CARB cerfificstion, and th emission benfis/impasts ascociated with hose
impleinentarion schedules, Only with trs information can e benefits of he varions
techmolosies be wighe i ight ofthe potental avirommental impacts 20d costs assoristed
with cach of the technologies.

PR1193 -Clean On-Road Residential ind Commersisl Refuse Collection Vehicles
‘Tho DPEA does 10t coutain suffcient aformstion on the impscte/benctits of raplementing this
ule. Further, the DPEA ful to addres the public secice aspects of i rule. The Cify has
‘revionsly covamcated that the wansiton to altcrmative fucled refuse ccllotion vekicles may
Testlt in edverse significant operational changes from the decreased range, payload, and
reliability of lterualive fueled vehicles and infrastructure. The neod  have sdditionl truckes
and sdditons] fufing tips inay exicad the hours of refue colloction aud may require siguificant
‘modificatons to rsent colletion schedales; Increase averall yebicle miles raveled (VM) for
City refuse collecton services, and increase Ciy staf pecessary 0 provide the curent lovel of

“The SCAQMD s filed t rovide the econons analyssto determine i€ mplemeataion of e
propased Rule 1193 s cost <ffoive, fasible aud t assst n svalating impacts o publc
services associated wilh fuding neods. Tho aiached prfimioary coft anaiyss shows 46 cost of
mplernenting e proposl would b in the range of ens oFmillions of dolas 2 yeac beyond the
costof urrent opecations. To fnd euch sgnificant Lncrcass i coss ofrefuse colection
assosiated with Rule 1193 smplementafion, goverumental agencies would divert fcal resoures
o other less esseiial sud monegally raandated programs o increase ees o edents, These
poteptiallysiguificant impsets s b anslyzed a he ecirculted DPEA sad spproprsie
‘mitgation messmes ideaified.

“The DEA acknoseledges, bt il @ provide ay site of 5o additional fuclin wips hak
would be required due o the lower energy cortet of the lterasive fals. The Gity hes
previousty commented that the DPEA necds to comsider the aadificaal vebicls (osbunated 21 7-
103) mecesssy toprovide th same leel of scrvios celfing from reductioes in payload
capasity and rnge. o adition, increasc in worker tips would be experionced, g additionsl
stafFwould be xoquird to dfve and mainain the additional dermativ fueled vehicle foqpired.
The increase in VMT assaciated with ahemastve fucle refuse truck fet s enticipated to educe
a0 crvssion beefts ofthe proposed Ruls 1193 The Ciy bas epeatedly roquesiod in the Rale
1193 working group that thcpisions associaied with a tefuse colletion routs using  dicsel
feetand a erantive fueled et be clenlated 10 givo a dixect oraparison of exysions
associsted widh refuse collection. Astessing emission benefis on @ pec-mile basi s
inappropriats i light oft sigaifcantehanges t vfuso collction proscdurs assacited with
alemmative fueled feet opeaions.

6 ansion






[image: image11.png]Comsisteat with pretions coraments, the ity roquest that the cmission bemefits specificto
propased Rule 1193 bo clearly preseited in the rcirenlsted DPEA. Tn addition, the methodslogy
and assuzaptions used 0 geaerate the ennisson estimares for propoced Rale 1193 noed to be
clearly prosented and disclosed for public teview and comaeot.

PR 1194 - Commercis) Alrport Ground Access
PR 1196 - Clean On-Road Hoavy-Daty Public Flect Vekicles

FR 11861 - Altersative Fucl Swetpers

Specific nformation on these propased rilesis msaffictent, and Cerofore, meaningful fview
and comenis on e sdequacy of he DPEA asseseruent of e5e rles capot be provided a this
tiane. Consfscat with previous commeats, the CIcy ogiests hat onos the ule parsmeters are
dofined, the emission benefits spoeii 0 cach of the proposed ks (1194, 1196, and 1186.1ybe
cleasly presentod and role impacts appropristsly essesstd i tho DEGA. Tpact sssessmments
‘must inchude irapacts t publicservioss. The City will provide comuments on this proposed rulc
it circutated DR, and subsequent e developmet.

PR 1286.1 - Alternative Fuel Sweepers
Many of the ssucs associafed with proposed Rule 116.1 are of similar concern as those
expessed by the City in our comments on Rule 1186, and are aftacbed for your guidance in
developing proposed rule 1186.1.

PAR 4312 - Sulfur Content of Liguid Fucl
“The inclusion of this rale s unlear in the contest of the DPEA, sface the SCAQMD bas
erminet thot Clean-Disel ickaologies are ot available and ate not consideced in the
aoatysis of benefit. Fuldhcr, we can find o analyss ofte implezcaiation and benefis of
sanended ule in tho DPEA. Tn he recirelated DPEA, the SCAQMD must discass the purgose,
bencDs, and impacts of .

‘Rue Adoption Schedule :
s proviousty indieazed, tho City requestcd thatthe SCAQMD assss an " All Flsts Allematie!
in e DPBA. The SCAQMD ndicsicd tha there were insuffciont el resoneces 1o velusts
s altematve within the il adopfion timeframe aud theefore i alferlive was not
comsidered 1 be feacle. Althe same tro, e SCAQMD has fdicated that the exast schedule
‘o Which the variows popesed s will bo heard by th Governing Boardi “tenfafiveat s
imef®and depends on “reolurion of varionsissuee” This inconsistency must be clarified a1
docs not provide the public and decision-makers with Rl @solosaze of posdble fasible
ernatives. B

Alr Quality Benefits Estimste
This soction agpears 0 be lasorsecly lbeled. The bullets 2ddress th reasons supporting
promulgation OF e rales, but nok how the benefits were actually esimated. Noms of e’
‘underlying asstmpios 0std to produce Teblos 2-1 and 2:2 re includie in the bullt st
Comments ex tis bullet ters folowe:

Wil the City agrees hat mobile souroe smission mist be significantly 1edused to
‘mect fedsral and stats ambient s siandands, e SCAQMD fails 10 includs thc CARB:
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[image: image12.png]aud EPA measures that ar being developed to adsess mobile source reductions |
‘weaded for ttsiament, and incluied i the recently apToved, 1999 revisions fo thel
1997 Stae Tmplementation Plan, In the recizouleted DPEA, (e SCAQMD should.
provide a discussion of tho cmission stmdards cad inclads these standands i the

developraent o the "No Broject Alierative.” f

Public privete parnershipe sxe sséntil o develop the neocssary infrastnschir to
supportatermative fiel veticis. Althongh govornment fleets e 25% of e eet
vehicle, they may aso be the lects tha have done e most o implerment clean-fael
progeants. The Ciy s disappointed that the SCAQMD has e to tnchide the
Toadership efforte of mny public flets by ignoring the clen-fuc programs and. |
steruative fuel vehicles already in place 1 e aaalysis of benefts As commented
previously, e 75% of flet Cuat ave private rasy offer the greatest source of
ission benefits i suppot for additons] infastrocture developraent. In sdditan,
sesouee requisecaents couldbe Teduced 1 regulation of public an pivage s of
Jarger sizes were evaluated, vests restiotng the antlysis 0 public Rects of 15
ekicls ormore. Télusion of private flets o the cvaluation of the propesed okt
ule, and he associaion impacts, s esscrtial 1o nforved Geciven makiag. |

‘Funding programs aro genrally only availible for projocts ot otherwise roquiced by
regalation. As commented on the NP, t City is concemed that ths proposed Ackt
rules vill result i effectod fccts being ineligible ot existing fonding progams. |
'Additionally, it hes been our experience ith the Cerl Moyer Program and the MSRC
har, bocause of the operationl cheracteristic, privats flests fond to be moré ootk
effeckive than publio et aking them mote Hiely to obtain funding under these
programs. Fally, thesc programs do not have adeqate fandiag 10 supooit e
cument vohuniory applicaats, much les the flocs cffocd vnder the proposed rols,

‘Centralized fusling is move ikely 2 fonction of fleet size and operations, than whother
afléeris government or privately owned. Further, inclosion o private fleets could?

* help o establish the aecessary volumes for cost-effective dovelopment of akermative

Suelinfrestructure. Since the SCAQMD sejected the “All Flocts Alfemative,” thareis
2o nformation avalable for e public and decision-makers 1 evaluate ths fsue.
“This deficieney wmustbe coreested i s feeirowtated DPEA. :
Early commivnent to exsting atermatie el infiasirvcture may cocomber resouces |
oot wil ke tramsition to fute téchmologies aore difficult. The assumption ther
building patuat gas nfrastructure il llow tasit sgencies to moro stootly |
ransition o fck elltechnology is ot cousistent with the DPEA's discussion hat
o may be seversl pohs for the davelopraent of fuel cels pg, 3-67). :
The fact that clean disel techmolagies may ot be applicable 1 older "dixty” vehicies,
= not elevans since the appeeprials comparisan s benveen new eckmologies and tie
‘proposed flet ulcs, which only address mew povehses. The goal showld be o
seplace the older teehmologies i soon a5 possible. The SCAQMD proposal may |
‘etually prolong the use of the ditest vekiclts.
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[image: image13.png]Tables 1 nd 22 ;
Ttis our understanding from disussion with st that the SCAQMD esticnated 20,000 vehiclés
for e City of Los Angeles flets. Applying the 1.2 cortecton fuctorreslts in a estiosate of
24,000 vebiles used for the analysis. Subsequentl, e have provided information that ur |
<uent og-road imvemiory s approximately 15,000 vekicles, including police and fire departlent
vehicles (approximately 000 vehicte). Thus, the SCAQMD 2ppears to have overcetimated e
Clty' fleet by at east 5,000 vehicles and pasbly by 13,000 vehickes. Addiionally, te snalysis
id ot accouns fo cuz exsing slemative fusled and 10w eniting vebicles. TEtis estimate
indicative of the general Rost extimations then the bencfits of the rle have been overestimatod.

i
“The sssunmptions and tacthods vstd to caulate the benefit of he proposed rles are wot givei
and therefoce cangot be reviewed for acouracy andar appropriatencss. Also, there should be &
caimpasison ofthe bencfitsof the Tules when compated to CARB's LEV VI reqirements for |
‘Table 2-1, and the CARIS and EPA heavy-duty cagine standards for Table 2-2. Other jsucs |
associated wih his able ae thatthe particulate bemefitsate based on specalativetactmology |
adopted on the bass of 2 an uncited presentation. Tris undefined natural 825 cmgins (og, 5-5)
may bo capgble of cperating ax s NOx emission Jevel of 00045 g/bip-, but has not been
certifed in Califori and is ot curretly avilablo for purchase. Using this specuiative |
techmology for cacalating poential beasfits of the floet rules is incomsistent with tho SCAQMD'
determiuation thet f would be isppropriate and speculaivo o evatuate he potential bsoRs oF
‘pastcglte raps with lower sulfr fels becanse fhey are mot certified. This inoomsistency restts
inthe bemefits of thepropose s being overstimared aud feasible leesatives net being, |
cosidast. Morereslisic compuions of it ey sl o ascened |
anissions st be inctuded in the pocieulated DEEA. ‘

Bobie Sonree Regulations |
As noted above, the SCAQMD has filed to includs the Heavy-Duty cugin standards adopted
by CARB and EPA to bs implemtat i Octobeg 200, r the e sadards tht v beea
‘proposed b these agoncies to be implemented in 2007, For informed decision mlkng. the
foreseeable impletmentation of the heavy-dy standards, the LEVII standards, and the policids
of govennent and airpor flees to acquir ow emitting and alterntive fucl vehicles mustbe |
iocladed in o No Proect Allemal in the recirulated DPEA. The fllowiag engine standardy
shoald be included in the assessment: !
+ USEPA, Now Bsssion Staaduxds o Hosry-Duty Disel Engies Usedin Tk |
and Buses, Gctober 1997. |

* USEPA, Proposed Ruic - Couttol of Esnissions of Air Pollution from 2004 2nd La:ﬁr
Model Year Fleavy-Duty Highvray Engiacs and Vehicles; Revison of Light-duty
Trusk Definion, Gefober 1999.

+ CARB, Califomix Exhaust Emission Standards and Tes: Procedures for 1985 and
‘Subseeguent Model Heavy-Duty Dissel-Engines 2nd Vehicles, amended Febroary
1999,
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[image: image14.png]« CARE, Califonia Exhwust Erssion Standards and Test Prozedures for 1987 and

Sibsequent Model Heavy-Duty Oto-Cyele Engines ard Vebicles, amended Februsey

26, 19%.
CAR's Transit Bus Rulo i
‘The ity of Los Angeles requested i v commets o e NOP that the SCAQMD compare tho
‘CARB Urben Bus Rale withthe SCAQMD's proposel or rban buss, proposed Rule 1152. |
Since the SCAQMD fifd o provide ha comparison, we would considr th * Allemtive Fel
At 10 be a reasonable urrogateforthe proposed Rule 1192, As iofd sbove, CARB's "Ditsel
Pl sppear o be sperior o e "Aiermate Fuel Pl n 5g10d o paccalas, by reqiring
Iowerpartiowae sindieds for diesel bues i 2002. The SCAQMD shoutd provde this |
comparison o clary this issaofor o public and decision makers n o recirculated DPEA.

i
Chapter 3 - EXISTING SETTING i
Air Quality i
‘As proviously indicate, there ae wmany Wneertaotis associated wih the MATES I studs' tha}
Should b disclosed, explaaed, 2nd cocumented, Discussion of al elevant sudies incluciog
e 1999 Health Bfects nsitete sty in aeiton fo discnssion of effots undecway by CARE,
‘USERA, and othrs, to s mobile source missions st be inciuded in (e tecircalstod,
'DPEA for inforaned decision making ¢

Transportation/Circalstion
‘The Regional Trausporttion Plan, prepared by the Southern Californis Assboiation of

‘Governments (SCAG 1997) ncludes otjectives of focressing offcicnsies and redusing vebicle
miles traveled. Based on increased mamber of usling tips, decrested payload, decteased |
durabiliy, in sddition to conalized fuefing and fucldelivrs. tis sntcipated the VAT for |
offected flests wovld increase. Tho SCAQMD st acknowtedgs that the proposed flect rulcs
bave the potental of incceasing VMT for effccted flects aud assss thoso impactsn the. |
recisculated DPEA. H

Publie Services
i dtiScssing th public servicessciing, the SCAQMD bas oaly included schools, w |
Saficecment, and fiec protection for th discusston of poreatat emylronmenal imperis and. |
aiterpatives, Thece are ther publis services that wil be impaceed by e proposed project such
25 vefuse collection, Stroet maitenance and.repair,uelity sevices, ad public ransit thet should
2is0 be included in the analysi. By xcluding these types of essentil public scvices, e |
'SCAQMD hes not adequately investigated. and discussed the potentiel sigaificant effocs of (¢
‘proposed project.dditionall, because the SCAQMD is promulgating ks that ate specific o
e types of vlicles which provide these public services e.g, fansi buses, refuse collection ¢
vehices, suect swosptae), it woold b reasonable fo nshude thess typss of public services in s
analyss in the recirosfaied DPEA.

Land Yse
Responsible zgetcies will be expected to rely on this DPBA fo CEQA cornplisnce for their X
‘ase, Zoning, and property acquisiions decisions, 1c., a5 3 Fesult of the proposed flct rules.
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[image: image15.png]Without any enalysis of the issucs, responsible agencies will havs fo prepare their ovr CEQA
anatysis,rosalting i increased and unnecessary mpacis to local govemares resouccs. This
Geficiency must be comected i the reczculated DPEA,

EnersyMinerat Resources - Methanal
Theze are 1o eagines availible for sale in the State of California that run on rmethano or ethanol.
150, he SCAQMD doss not address the long term ir toxic aspects of methanol fuels, focusing
o e acute effocts ooly. This lack of any Teal "methanol equivalency* and the back of eny
discussion s a serious deficiency that st be addressee in the recireulated DPEA.

Hazards
‘Thé SCAQMD fail to adoqutely assess the irmpacts of siing, s, and deployment of arge
‘munbers of altemative fueled vehicle ofo tesigemtial vcas o public health acd safety, Tho
conclusion tha public heslth comoems associated with gaseous fuels s he same or ess than
ose associated it dissel and gasole fsusiubstantizted by e cvidence. Itis cur H
‘understauding that natural gas s the highest hzord ranking (four om 2 scaie of 510 o fovr)
given by the National Fire Protestion Association, while dicscl bas a ranking of o, Recent
‘accidsns rolating t e S of narural gas 25 a ransportation fuelin New York, Ohio, the Los;
Angeles County Metwopolitan Transporation Authority, and cther eves, considesed in
conjunction with e sigaifieact fuclity uparades (such &5 ncreascd veatilaton systeas, seraoval
f open tlame hesters, ctplosion proof electioal systans, medtane morttoring sud alzra
systepas,etc) necestary 0 acconmmodate altaraetive fueled vebicles and the protestive clofing’
regited whén fusling LNG point to the potential hizards ascosiated with use of gessous ises.
The SCAQMD must flly a1d coraprchnsively investigae, addrs, and mitigatsthe public
healh and safety impasts sssocisted with alteuative focl use in eets

I the City"s NOP cormens eter, it wassuggested that the SCAQMD meet with City Fire
Depagmont offcils ing asscssment of public healt: and safty Sssues associsted with e
sropossd flectTles. s part of the Refuse Truck Worki Grotg, e City recormendad
establisbroont of an faffastuciuse workgroup with City patcipaton to addcesssepai nd
‘mainteaance ity eitofis necessary o bring fecilites vp fo altemative fuel sedety standards!
Ttismow once again suggested tht the SCAQMD confer with emergency response personael i
ascesting the public health and safety frpacts o th proposed flect rule sud development of |
st coimates for aleraasire fucl infzstrucrare. Tt s Rrier recomnended tt o SCAQMD
cstablish a Safety Task force comprised of e egion’s fr safty and rigk mamagemeat
persanael to develop e+fty procedrcs, raining, aiatenance, moritoring protocols, and
Tespander guidelinc fo the use of gascous fuelInfrasoucruse and vehicles,

“Tho Gity Fire Deparues s conccted a prelminacy assessment of elicle fucs etitled
“Consequences of Fael Emecgencies” The document i atached for your infomation. The
docomear should caly be uilzed inrelation 0 consequence manzgemmen: o fuel amergencics
and not 29 a treatse on storage, handli, dispensing, end transpertation o atemalive fels.
Theso ssmes would be addresed lhrongh fhe Ciy' Mie Prevetion Burau ThoConsequenoes
of Fusl Emergencies” llstocs that fom an emergency respoader pojat of view, gsoous udls
are of greater conoern than diesel and gasoline fucs .

n







[image: image16.png]While the Gity blieves that the use of itemative fuels can be made safe vih appropriate
evaluation, phased tntegration nts opteations, frainiug, s smplementation of sppropriate
Safeguids, the public heath aad safety and hizards associted with altemmative fucls st be
carefully and compreegsivly considersd. Howeve, o date et has not been  thorough
toview of the safoguards 2nd Tl ueccssy W safly fmplement o proposed el ulcs and
e draft DPE s 1 adequataly address these vy mporant fsucs.

“The Caiforsia Public Utiites Comsritsion (CPUC recsnily spproved construction of e
Pacific Pipeiine, a petrolewt produst pipelin, through Soutem Califoia. s pat of the
assessmen, the CPUC roquised extensive emergeney scrvios miigations, insluding fanding fox
<onergency responac caulpment and fir personmeltrainfag for the various Jurisdicion tragh
‘ahich the pipeiine pessed, Tcorporaian of state-of he-au sefety and pipeline monitoring
Systems, aud establishmeat of an auli-urisditional Firc Departzaent working group. Clealy,
e public afery impct sssocited with increased franspert of NG fnd LPG i e South
‘Cotst B, inceased ltemarive fucl fuling stations Fom 47 t0 n exoess of 300, increased
‘sngbes of repaic and mainteaanco faclitis accommodating altemative fucled vehicles, and
deployment of laxge mumbers of herative fucled vehicles into esidental arcas would be.
‘Cxpooted to isve & ptentis mgact o emergency scrices and pUblicBealth T safty.

‘The significanco of the public health and safy issucs become of even greaterimportancs wWhe
revognizing thal ertain heavy-duty vehiclo applications have spocific hazards alreedy sssociafed
‘with thean, For example tofise rucks cateh fro due o contents leftin residential wrashoans.
‘Such refuse ruck fires cannot be'avoided and afe curreatly responded to as o alarm frcs by,
the Cify's Fire Departaent The recirculated DPEA must consider the parameters and concerns
oftis unique spplication. The DPEA makes zo attempt 1o evaluste the varions issnes assosiatcd
with the heavy-oty applications proposed 1o be regulated and therefore fals 1o address.
‘potenially significant public heaith and safety concems and identify appropriate piigation

‘The City speoifically reguests that the SCAQMD fnelude 2 a mitigation moasue for public
et and safery impacts purchase of potable medane sepsors for the City’s 190 Eire compazies
at atotsl extimated cast of $342,000 (51,787 per uni) and emergency personnel training. Such
equipment and taining is necessary for emergency personel 1 expeditionsly assess the
simaasion fvolvings VAR, g vehicles aador facilitics, by puoteuiing Fire Dipanumens
personil responding to fncidents, 2s well as providing for immediate implementston of
measires approprite to protect e public from hazards.

I addition, the ity requests that the SCAQMD inotuds & offigation 10 norease California.
‘Highrway Patrol inspestions of vehicles transporting fuels. Although DOT regrlations exist
eosure saf ranspors of alteraative fusls such as LNG and LPG, it s important o epsure that
DOT regulations are followed. Wi the norease tramsport of LNG a0d LPG associated with ihe
proposed fleet rales, mitigations to ensire safe transprt are waranied.

B&SC §40443.5 gives the SCAQMD authority $9 200pt  program of activdis for lncreasing the
‘usc of cleanbirming el and o seck private-seotor fnding, Such authority appears to allav
tho use of fands for acivies such as fondling of mitigation measures necessary and appropriaté
@ facliy, the use of alteenattve fusls. I 33dition, vith tho substantial benefis 1 be accraed
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[image: image17.png]patural ges selated busiesses associatéd with the proposed ule, it would seern ressonable anel
approprinte to seck funding for mitigation measures fom those eatiies.

Chapter 4. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS & MITICATION MEASURES
Tntvoduction . i
‘The SCAQMD's consention hat et sssosiatod with Rule 1191, 112 and 11953 aresimile to
Ehose of tho oher ules doss notxelieve the SCAQMD of its cligalion t asses the poteatial
impacts a5 “specifically and comprebensively 25 possible” (CCR 15168(e)S). Tris s especially
s since fhe DPEA docs xot disclose that he Iaormaton RSCessary o Gotupléto aece AnalySes
it nmavallable, I ths regard, e DPEA is deficient and tmustbe sonected and re-ircalsted for
public review nd coumunea pror o consideraion of e proposed et wles by the Governing.
Board

‘Propased Rleet Vobicle Universe

‘The SCAQMD appears o have overestmated the number of velicles i the City's on-road flests
hat would be affected by the proposed fieet ules by at 1ast 9,000 vehicles, Furber, n Table 4-
2, the inventory does not inciude the already existing altrnative fucled Jow emissions vebicles in
e affeoted fiees. The analysis also doce ot consider the on-going policies by.the City of Loa
Angeles and other agencies o iacrezse the use of alterwafive Sucled and low emission vebicles 10
Hlocts. The ourrent alvemative fuel ransit bus floa f over ome Giousand buses, which is
‘approximatsly 25% of ail busesin service, were 10t inchuded in e baseline, resulting inan.
overestizmation of the benefits of e ales.

Methanot
As disoussed above, the increased uss of metaanl in the foresceable future s very ualikely. The
SCAQMD's assumptions fo fuohling methanol i tho future floet projéctons is unwarrensed in
ight of the sheeuce of any vebicls avalable for purchase,th lack of methancl prodction, sud
@ declining inadequats infrastucturs og. 3-61). Under e current proposals, the introdnetion
of ethanl based technclogies and fucl bloads is less speculative than & future ole for methandl.

‘Without any methanel oertified exgines and the lack of any ai toxic or ernfssion dats on these |
engines ofhar than D.031 g/bhp-be for pariculates, the City would ask the SCAQMD to define
“mciaol equivalericy” wd describs is PUVHC health benelt. Beoase of the dependence of
e SCAQMD on tis issue underthe HSIC §40447.5, theso issucs rmust be fully addressed in;
the ro-circulated DFEA.

‘The SCAQMD “belicves it is speculative o estimate the mumber of clean-diesel vehicles (pg, -
8) buthas not applied that same standard to stemmative el vehicles, especially methanol. This
inconsistency xmust be resolved in the re-ciroulated DPEA. i

“Table 4-6, Comparison of Couventional Fuels to Alternative Clean Fuels
‘Fhe assumptons used in the todifed AIC comparative sudy (Table 4.6) have resalicdin !
fundamsentally Sawod analyss & discussed below:
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[image: image18.png]‘Basing grecabiuse gas cafssions (CO2) on equivalent heating valus of  galion of convénticaal
gasoline”ignas theinherent efficiencies of cosl enginss (Table 3-26) in that maueh raore work
s accomlished while consuing less arban based foel. This resuls in lower COZ emissions
‘e veticte il waveled compated to alternatve fuoled vehicles, The more apprapriate
‘comparison would be the vokume of fuel orfie BTUs necessaxy to ravel a mile, This Is
imconsistent with the assuptions used for this table.on fuel cost. T addition, it is important to
zccount for mefeas exissions s well a5 CO2 emissions n sssessing gresnhouse gas impacts
sssocisted with he el o,

The City is not aware of any gasoline spalications i he state of California that do not use
CARB reformulated gasoline. Trie SCAQME) should verify, and if necessary, modify this table
with CARE certifled roformulated gasoline as the benchmark for 2l fals

Tt ot cless, butis assumed that the diesel. e considered in the table s pot CARE conifed..
‘Also missing is a comparison utifizing partculse traps and low sulfur descl.

‘The AICKE metbods and the SCAQMD modiffcations 1 ircorporate diezel, not included i the
origiaat AICHE compasative study, must be fully disclosed. Bspectally snce the compacison
seems o be incomplete. ‘The greerhouse gases evaluation does ot discus the reletive
‘contribution for natral gas, alsohol fels, or electrieity. However, il of these fucks are

‘considered significantly beter than diesel and seformulated gas af reducing groeshonse gases.

“The assunaption that diesel vehices cost 2.5% mors veeds o be cxplained. Bspecially when i
ncremseatal cost of CNGYLNG vehicle is 20% or eater than diesel poveeced vehicls.

At Quatity

Table 47
‘The qiesrionable assamptions wsed 0 produoe this tble have been diseussed above. In
‘summary, the City i conoerned that the flea invensory may have been averestimated, the
existing altemative and cloan-fizel vehicles in the flesthave not been acocuunted for, and policies
and programs io incroass the s of altermative el 3nd low emission veticles have not been,
included. This enslysis needs 80 b corrected for there-cieruaied DPEA,

Tabled-8
‘As commeated previously, without a breakdown of the impactslbenedts of the specific rles it
ot possiblc to make recsningfal comments, Thore sppearsto b, 0 assurspton el CARE and
EPA will uot rmplement new englne stndards in 2007. IF1is assumption wers shanged o
selloct CARB and EPA' proposcd 2007 engine cmission siandads, here would be 7o beaefit 30
o rulcs afcs 2007, This should be cormosted i the analysis and the results should be
disclosed o the public and decision-makers.

Table 49
“The estimated refative toxic risk fails to include aleohol fuels and LPG for comparison.
‘Atthough this table is incomplete, it does indicate that there is a rade-o1T of risks associsted with
Gesel and natural gas eagines. This trade-off n towic emissions assacited withivplessenting
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[image: image19.png]e propesed fet rules could result in a potastial increase i =Xposure o benzens, 1,3 butadins,
acid aldehydes, and heavy metals such a3 henavalent chromium. The implications of such toxie.
eission tradeof7s sbould be fufly cxplored and discusseid i the re-circulated in the DPEA.

The SCAQMBD should svaluats and model the healt benefs of the proposed floet s and the
altemlivas essosscd inthe DPA. Mogeling should be simitar o that done for the MATES IL.
Sinee diffrea fusls may very inths gensration of 0Ai¢ i Contaminants, tio SCAGMD should
‘provide an andlysis of the reltive oxio inpacts of tho fuels wnder considsration. Upon
etermining the healts benfis o he propased Deet rales, the SCAQMD shouid evaluate the
cost-benefit ofthe propoged flet rulesand altomatives in e Socioeconomic Analysis vith e
imtentof dentiying the most effective aeens t achieve the greatest heath heaeRis for those
communitios most st

The table shoutd be modiicdto fnclude th risk recution possible rom particulate s and
Tow sulfur fuel, 23 well 2 the cunently wndisclosed risks of mefhancl, ebarol, propare, 204 2y
other potentit usts allowed by the oroposed rule. I addition, he tble should be modifed o
iasinde the expested benefits oFeach of he proposed Boetrules individualy for tormed.
decision making,

Operational-Related Lmpacts
The assumpion that xisting iesel and gacoise fufing infasivcturs world be replacer with
ltapative fucl stations (09, 4-17, +-19) iguores the reality that altemarive fuel stations would
generally be established i addiion to xistng fueling sitions necessary o support (e cunent
‘Beet. Conversion of fuching infractructure would only oo when tho mutsber o gasoline and/r
icsel el vehicls i a fct r¢ 5o small tat it would be impractical to malntia the existng
infastructure, This may oocurin lser Yeors, butis alikely o occur i the carly phases OFtbe
uls. The proposed flet ruls wil requice the development of e liematve fuel sites,
Sesuling in land use mpasts tat heve 2ot been sssessed n the DPEA. This deficiency must be
contecied in fhe rocitcalad DPEA.

ez very ualiiely et new methans! infrsiracture il bo developed, espesially whea there are
o methano vebicles curreatly available. Past bistory with methanol vehicles and copoes over
e toni, cormosive nature of fho fuf, nd the very fow encrgy valus of mefhanol (Table 3-26)
rill probly prectude is om being & visblo ateraative fuel for e foreseeadle fiure.

‘The City of Los Angeles agrees that current clean-diesel teshoologies wonld have fo be used in
confunction with low sulf diesel 1o comply with "meéthanol equivalency” (pg 4-17) and is
partcipating ia the ARCO EC-Diesel foet project in hopes of demaoustrating prastical
apptications of these technologies. Even though such.technologs'is not curreutly CARB.
cextifid, partiulate teaps and low sulfx fucls should be ecmsidered as @ method of ackieving the
project abjectives. Failur 10 do 5o i inconsistent with the SCAQMI's proposal 10 szaend Rule
4312, Since clean dieseltechnology may allow sewafit ofcyurent diesel engines 1o exssion
Aevels loswer than the “methanol equivalency,” it is o oven Teater interest 25 an alteruative o the.
roposed floet rules.
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[image: image20.png]For the replscement of heavy-duty vehicles, the SCAQMD fas indicaied that lect operators will
bave considersble fexibility in choosing thc appropriate &ltezasive fuel vobicic fo avoid paylosd
onstrsints sinos the implermentation ofthe proposed rles s gradual, However, eviow of
sltcnative faeled vehicles avalable, especially i rfiuse rack and sueet sweepet configurations,
indicate tal i fs ot e case curzently. Therefore, the SCAQMD must assums payload losses
i its analyses. Purtbemoe, the SCAQMD bas rocogaized that lteruative fielod vehicles have
Lower fue cffciencics than gasoline or dicscl and vill require griter rofucling trips or arger
fuel tanks to perfor the samé level o sérvice, but has 1ot provided an analysis of the poteatial
mpacts. The SCAQMD has estimmted that vehicles wsitg M85, LNG, 4 LPG tuay needto
rofief p 10-68Y%, 55%, and 36%, espectively, more oficn than gasoliae-fieled veiicles snd
130%, 110%, and 86%, respectively, more oftn than diesel-fosled velicles. For those velicles
<Stimated o convert to the akematye fuels dicated, the City recommends fhat e SCAGMD
evaluats the poteniial enssions froi additional s tvelsd 0 el nd the additional
vehicles Tequired 10 Maifaia servics

Although e SCAQMD ackzowledges (g, &-26) thak bocause of low energy comten, altermative
‘Sacl vehieles ey have torotum  foel much o fequently (55 percent 0 130 percent), there
5 10 ndication et these aiional s were nchuded in e analysis. Not lnchuding tho
‘ddiional Vehicls Mls Teaveied (VMT)dnd th fooreased smissions sssooated it the
pecaton of atemaivs fuels vehicle, el i an overestmation of the beoefit ofswitching to
altmative focled vehicles.

Tabled-17
The caloulation of ncreased fel delivery rips o based on data included in Table F-5. Jathat
table, the fizel effciancy (milos/gallon) or gasoline ight- and madiun daty vehicles is isted at
21 il per gallon, while heayy~toty dicsels s isted at 29 miles per gallon. The ity would
Tefer the SCAQMD to the 199 TACMTA study that indioates hat 5.5 ruiles per diesel gallon is
2 zmore appropriate estizats of urban bus flel efficiency. City refe truoks achiev a et
efficivacy of 2.3 railes p dicsel gallon (pefr (0 attachod cost sstsnate) snd sirest sweepees
would be expested to have snilar fuel cfficicncios. The SCAQMD'S overestimation of fuel
efficiencies serves to underestimate e projected Rutber of additional fucl rips. Tois incorrect
assumption and assovisted anatyses pust be gorrected in he re-cireulatod DPEA, Tn addition, it
e e verified that corect fuel efficency assumptions are used whet estimating cmission
beaefits sssaciated wilh the ¢ach of e individual proposed s rales.

The additional use of somprosser engies canmot be excludsd ftom o project mpacts just
‘ecause they will be covered under existng regulstory programs (pg, 4-28). Al impacts
resaling from the project shovld b disclosed for public review and informed dasision making.
Ths effec of those regulations to miniarizs (hose zpacts should b ieclosed bt by
rerasetves, the regulatory progcams do Rot efimpat the fizeased enission ipscts

“The iaconsistency of rechuding clean-diesl technologics besed on e contenton that they are
specalative and WhquantiSable (og. 432), whilo usig a preseatation on & e potenial namrel
Zes engioe (o, B-8) Lo quentiication of he beaes f the proposed et xles must s
Teconeled, IF CAR ceriication i e iandand oc easiliy,then that standard rust be
appled toall echmlogies.
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[image: image21.png]“The SCAQMD has missed the purposs of the City’s commments on the economic aud social
aspects of the proposed ules (g 4-37). The focs was.on inclading foasible altemmtive for
assessmen, as the SCAQMD cknowledges they should inclido those atematives “capabie of
boing accoumplished . sucosssful miammer within s easonsbie period of e, tking into
ascount ecorsmaic, envirommental, ogal, social, and technological fzcors”. The contenfion that
i SCAQMD doss not have to aseess seoromic ¢6ects hat do ot result in "physical changc” s
coreot bt igaeros that economic ffects can tesult i significant pysical change, Failure to
addgess e Issue precludes informed decision maling.

T contralized fusling assesoment (. 4-41) should also fnchud the sddiicsel wips and VMY
bat esult from the xeduced payload end range capabilitcs of altcmative Fusled vebioles when
compared o diesel ard gasolinc poseered vebicles.

Table d-19
The benefts ofthe proposed rule come at the cost of nreasing some citera and s toxic
‘poliutants, Ts tradeofls of thesc: benefits and impacts rmust bo clearly prosented and discussed.
Additionally, emnissiop factors coupaing carbon monoxide (CO) emissions fom the verious
‘cngines have sint been provided. The South Coast Air Basin i currcotly in sam-attaiament of
€O and thérefore, porential ncreases in CO emissions Would bs of concer. Stnee there is
nadoquatc detai 1 defermine the contrbution frosh the individual sources subjectto the
‘proposcd floetvules, this bl does not provide the information netessary to infer the public
2nd decision-makes. A1l methods and assomptions used in prepacing Qs tabfe shonld bo
disclosed in the ro-tizelated DPEA.

Canulative Impacts
Sitoe the assessment is inacequale for the impactsbencfts ssociated with the proposed fleet
rales fn that it contains incoraplets and tncorret information and does not addsees the potential
aupticative impacts, the comolusion that there axe 70 cvralative impacts e ot suppored by the
DPEA.

T ansportation/Circulation
Althovgh the SCAQMD has incicaed that Tare are o significant adverse
ousporstion/eiclation impasis sssosiated wih i Droposed ulss, e City believes there i &
potentia forlocal 1affc ccngestion i G vicknity of refacling losations due 1o fhe differeat
opscational charactcrstcs of aleruativ fel vehicles. Based.on lower foel fficiency, roduced
rango, oduce payload, and reduced efisbitity, ahemative fuel vehicles wil kely mske more
rips 2o gencrate more VAT tran their traditional counierparts. As such,the SCAQMD must
onsider these additionsl actor, conduct an analysis, and inchude the results of sl poteatiel
transpartation slated fmpects Tesuling fom the propased flet ules in there-cicuisted DPE.
Special atention should be peid to consistency with the Regions] Transporation Plsn and CO
Hotspot jssuesin the rovised analysis.

Comulaive Impacts

‘The assessment is inadequate ot the impsets/bensfits associstod with the proposed et rués i
that it ontalos incomplete and ncorvect information and doss ot address the potcatial
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[image: image22.png]‘@upHicative impacts of cther xogultions, policies, and progeams. ‘Therefors, e conclusion that
there are o cumulative impacts to Alr Quality is ot supported by the DPEA.

ublic Serviees
The filue to address i serioe fapacts on refusecollction, suset maintenance, and transis
servioe, tha have specific rles drafed, topdersthe DPEA analyss nadequate Tho additional
‘e of vehicls requitedaad the eductions inrange and payioad could rsult i changes i
‘operations with potentially igaifcant offects. The asoection tat thers Tust b an xpaasion oF
additon 0 exising ... pUble services” (g, 4-62) gaores the potetil impacts ofroduced or
altred servioss. Defays i efuse ollection would mpact qualty of i, i not public halth.
Reduced ability o Sweep steets couldsesul i increased Fagiive st eznissions and watef
quality rapacts {the Los Angeles County Mupicipal Stormviater Pernit requires monthly sreet
sweepiog).

Of more importance are the potential impasts o pubiic services in the event of 2n emergeacy.
“The potential felurs of altomative fuelinfrastructar in e cvent of @ camergercy, such as
carthquale, may zestrit the City's abiliy o respond, particularly 10 cstors ulity services,
Tepair sireets and sewers, an colloct and dispose of cbris. The SCAQMD ilure o assess
hese poteatial impacis 1ust be careected n th re-cirulaicd DPEA and. approprite mitigation
measces provided.

Comulative Fpacts
Tae ssescanen s uadagute for th impactsbanefitesssolaied it he proposed feetTles
it t contai focomplete and incomectinformation and docs mot adkress e potemal
Guplicative jmpacts of other sogulions, pofiie, and rograuns. Therefors,the conalusion tst
here are 1o cumultive mpacis 1o Publi Servies is not supporied by tas DPEA.

Hasards
“The discussion of hazards associated with CNG, LNG and LPG ars incomplete (g, 4-78).
Arached for your consideration s & Whitc Paper propared by tie Los Angeles Fixe Depatnent
hee provides a description of the potential hzaxds associated with ths vatious fel types. The
‘potenti of 1 explosion from gasenus fuels presents reater s to the public aad emergeney
Fespanss pemonael then incidents invofving gasofine or dicsel. Tho bighly compressel ey of
(NG 2dds siguificant ylinder and valve faitre siks oot associatod with liquid fuels. The
eyogenio ianme oF NG incteases o potential of Sezing tssue and crcating explosivs bl off
condions that o not exist i gasoline o disel, The asserton. (at LNG, CNG, nd LPG are
safer becane they have Hghet temperatives for auto-igaiion and & marrower wngs of
Hammability iguoros the frequency that sach condiions axe emcounicred i everyday serings.
The coal and documented potentil for significant sscidents reuleiog ot the increased use of
these fucls must be addressad in the DPEA and appropriae mitigation measures provided, These
‘otental bazaids must b disciosed 1o e public and decisionmakers i e ro-cireulsted DPEA.

Cumulstive Frapacts
Tho assessment is incdequate for o mpeetshenedits associated with e proposed fleetrules in
hat it cotains fuéomplese and incortectinformation 7ad docs 20t address the potential
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[image: image23.png]duplcative mpacts of othe regulations, polcies, end grogrars. ‘e, the oonciasion hat
theze e no curaulative impactsof Hazards i not supperted by the DPEA.

Energy/Mieral Resources
“The CEC repotcied in e DPEA clarly chows the future use of methanol s am atiemative fuel
is unlkely, meking the SCAQMD comsideration of mefbanot speculafve. The SCAQMD bas
estimated that approxizsaiely wo satons per vear for fve yeas would be comveried to metbanil
due o the proposed flct ules. Tn additon, the SCAQMD estimated that approximately 0.5% of
affeced light- aud medlum-dufy vebicles and 19 ofheavy-duty vehicloswill switeh to

‘mthanel, whick aocousis for 750 vohices tota for the entire Basin. Although the SCAQMD
s provided data thatindicates there is & sufficiens amovst of methatol fuel avaiiable o comply
with the proposed festmles, the City beievos the SCAMD must algo include additional
information on the svailabily of methagol-facled vehicles aad ful delivery infrestructurs, wsit
istae SCAQMD' it 1 apply the proposed rules whezs it s techmically and economically
Geasible,

The SCAQMD. st also cousider e iapasts aad enecgy use of compressor engines wilized st
ONG staions (bg 4:28). As corumented above,the faot that these cngines are ubjeat fo peamit
veguletions does notpreciude he impacts of € cotnpressors fom consideration 2 part of te
program. This insufficicncy must be corrosted i the e circulated DFEA.

Cumpiative Impagts
The assessment i insdequade for the impacts/benefits associated with he proposed flost oles i
hat it contains incormplete ard incorrest information and does mot address the potential
duplicative impacts of other regulations, policies, ard progzams. Thercfors, e conolusion that
there are o cnmmlative impacts to Rnerigy/Minral res00gces is a0t supported by tho DPEA.

Fucards Effects
Tho Health and Safety vequirements inctaded in the diseussion of vatious fuel ypes (Table 4-30)
o not address the toxis snd firccxplosive bazardous footprnt of any of those fucks The.
SCAQMD has not assessed the significans hazands which the rules may cxeate, The potemtis for
serious accidonts rom the use of nstural gas and LG, as eviderced in recent incidents
aclmowiedged by the SCAQMD, avust be assesed in the e citculated DPEA. The Los Angeles
Fice Depeatment hos providen s WEit: Paper (atached) on the bizands of (e fisls under
onsiderstion for use I assessiag potential public hoalt and safity mpacts in the ve-cireutsted
DPEA.

Comulative fupacts
The asscssment s nadsquate for ke impacts/benafits ssociated with the proposed et ules i
1t it contains ncomplete and incosrect nformation and dos not addess th potestial
duplcative pact of othe rogtions, olicies, and programs. Therefoe, the onelsion that
hore are o urmulzive itiacts Som Hazard Bl i not suppored by the DPEA.
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[image: image24.png]ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT 10 BE SIGNIFICANT

‘Land Use snd Planzivg
The SCAQMD did nox agsess pofental and se and planming impactsof the progased projoct
begauss it was assumed that exising refueling eud maintonance failitis wonid be capable of
beiag converted to Shemative fuel infrastructurs. Sting of etemitive fucl acilties may require
‘2oning 2 Ind use dbanges (o omply Wi e TEQUINETIALS Of o proposed rules, as
apropriatssies nay ot be avalable o sdditional property may nead o bo aoquived, Without
‘specifio knowledgs of the equirements for iting altemative fuel stations ox the zZoniog apd Jand
s sequirements o hose fucs it s ot posiible o reach the couciusion hat there will be n0
Jancl us inupacts. Therefors, o SCAQMD must eddress these mpacts, especially since
Tegutated governruents mistvely o the CEQA analyss fo individusl tand o impacts, The
nadequate assesameat ofland use impacts ia the DPEA Wowd preshude thc use of the docament
Sor respousibie agrmey CEQA purpases.

Chapter S - PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
Alzeraatives Refected as Tnfeasible

Tacen
ity, it comenents on the NO, recoumcnded that an sternstive that uses a vohugtary,
inceative based spproach beduclsded o the Envitonsaensal Assessraent, Such mn ltesative
would be consistent with the SCAQMD's Bovironmental ustice Iaiialive 7 Whish is t
“[eJreate inoentives o remove or eplace diese] engines inthe Basin " However, in refecting this
feasibleaitemnative, e SCAQMD Sates thatit asks additional anthority for these types of
rograrms. Neveruieles, e SCAQMD has substantil authoric 1 create, seck Rending for, and
adpinisee clean-uel prograts vades B&SC §40448.5. T addition, CBQA does not imit
altenave analyses (CCR. 115126) trreviow ofonly thoge areas withia the jurisciction of the
Iead agency, bt s miuch brocder i scope. The Califoria Alr Pesourees Board (CARB) hes
suhorty similar to that of the SCAQMD 1o establish ncentive pogranns. Legishtion could also
e introduced, as was e caos with the Carl Moyer Program, 0 cstablish incentive progeams fo
clean o ermov sl cugiae i the basin. Therefore, a projectaltemative nvolving an
incentive program esiablished by the SCAQMD, CARR, andior the stte shonld have been
acecasod b the DPEA, Thezofore, tio SCAQMD should so-ovabusts this sutboriy aud socousides
an incentive based spproach fo mestthe project objeciives in the e-cizculaied DFEA.

Fu tagdard .
“The Gity recommended in its comment leter o tee NOP that the Enviropmenta] Assessment
evalute an altemative that i fuel-veutal and emisson based. The SCAQMD should clarly
dafine the 'methanol oquivalents e zm cmission standard.and assess he beniefis of the
praposed fectrules on 1 bass of comgliance with the standard,cysluaie he enviropmental
impacts based upon e most cot-ofectve echaologies able o aoticvs the stasdard, and
disclose thet alysis in e o~cclted DPEA.

AllFlois
Tn the City's NOP cormeat lekte, he City requested the SCAQMD to assese an All Flests
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[image: image25.png]Aastive i the Draft PEA imordor o provide the broadsst sviow of possble alternaives,
‘it ull disclosue of the impacts, benefis,and costs t0 insure nforred decision making. The
SCAQMD indieated Ut althousgt an al flocts alemative taay be an opficn for consideration in
the fumire, “there were Insulfcient szfFYespurces o cvaluae ths aternaiivesithin the rle
adoption timeframo advocaicd by the Governing Bord", and thersfors, was ot considered (0 bo
& foasiblo alternative, Insufficien saffsesources o appropriately assess & reasomable aliemative
s ot an appropriate scroening criteia or a feasibility deemination, Finaly, vesourc,
seqirements could bo redused if gulation of both public and private et of larger size were
‘inycstigates versus all public loets of 15 vehielcs or tote. ‘The City once again requests that the
SCAQMD cvaluate the All Flools Altcrntive as it macts the objectives of thproject,is within
the SCAQMD's regulatory authority under the HASC §4047.5, nd is expected o reslt in
inereased emssion redactions

Description of Alternatives

Alterpative A - No Projest
‘T underlying smalysis of the No Project Altsrpative i inadequate beczuse it fils to address
e

- CARB/ERA Oct 2002 heavy dary engine siendsads, the

- CARBIEPA praposed 2007 heavy duty enginc standards, the

- Existing aitemative fueled and 10w emission vahisics.

- - Existing poficies and proggams for alternative fueted and low emission vebile
progeams.

- Potential of otber techuologis to mest project abjectives.

Each of these must bs inshuded as part of the No Project Aliernaive in the re-cirenlated DPEA.
APPENDIXE

LDVMDY Mathodologies
‘The implicit assumption i e amalysis that flct puschases in the absence of the proposed flest
et would corcespond e i of elicls projected o b sold by manmfacturets complying
Vit CARD L2V 1 progra s ot closr. Uit assumgrio, & would be Gxpeed 1 35
‘e pesceatage of the ot eaiing elicls ncrcased under e LEV VI progrr, Gt tho
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Comment Letter 1:
CITY OF LOS ANGELES

Response 1-1:
The City of Los Angeles asserts that they are a responsible agency for the project, which is the subject matter of the PEA.  According to CEQA Guidelines §15381 a responsible agency is “[A] public agency that proposes to carry out or approve a project, for which a lead agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR or negative declaration.  For the purposes of CEQA, the term ‘responsible agency’ includes all public agencies other than the lead agency which have discretionary approval power over the project [emphasis added].”  This means that a responsible agency has discretionary approval authority over the project under consideration. The PEA specifies that the project is a number of rules requiring fleets of 15 or more vehicles to acquire alternative-fueled vehicles when purchasing or leasing new or replacement vehicles (“fleet rules”) and requiring that the sulfur level of liquid fuel be reduced.  In this context, the City of Los Angeles has no discretionary approval authority over any of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Consequently, the City of Los Angeles cannot be considered a responsible agency for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The authority is granted to the SCAQMD by Health & Safety Code §§40447.5, 40919 and 40920.5.

The City of Los Angeles may have discretionary approval authority over any projects that follow as a result of adopting the proposed fleet vehicle rules, such as construction of alternative fuel refueling stations, that are within its area of jurisdiction.  In this situation, it is likely that the City of Los Angeles would be a lead agency.  This situation, however, still does not qualify the City of Los Angeles as a responsible agency for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.

The SCAQMD prepared a program environmental assessment (PEA), in part, because the proposed fleet vehicle rules constitute rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria that govern the conduct of a continuing program (CEQA Guidelines §15168(a)(3)).  Subsequent activities in the program must be analyzed in light of the program CEQA document to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.  Through the PEA the SCAQMD has identified all potential adverse environmental impacts generated by the proposed project to the extent that these impacts can be foreseen and given the detail of the project itself.

The CEQA Guidelines recognize that, because a program CEQA document analyzes impacts from a project consisting of basic or broad policy considerations, projects that follow may require site-specific operations.  For any projects that follow, a lead agency can use the PEA as the basis of the environmental analysis for the project.  If impacts from the site-specific project are within the scope of the program CEQA document, no further environmental documents would be required (CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)).

The SCAQMD is aware that the City of Los Angeles may rely on the PEA in making discretionary decisions regarding infrastructure siting and installation; however, the City of Los Angeles has an affirmative duty to conduct its own review if necessary and has the ultimate responsibility to interpret and analyze any aspects of the project under its jurisdiction.  Lexington Hills Assn. v. St. of CA., (1988) 200 Cal.App.3d 415, 246 Cal.Rptr.97.  Save S.F. Bay Assn. v. S.F. Bay Conservancy, 10 Cal.App.4th 922, 13 Cal.Rptr.2d 117.

Response 1-2:
The PEA provides a comprehensive and, therefore, adequate analysis of potential adverse impacts that may result from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The CEQA Guidelines indicate that the degree of specificity required in a CEQA document depends on the type of project being proposed (CEQA Guidelines §15146).  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document for projects, such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as detailed as the analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a result, the Draft PEA analyzes impacts of a regulatory program with a degree of specificity commensurate with the degree of specificity of the entire proposed fleet vehicle program.

The five bullet points are general summaries of the specific comments contained in the remainder of the letter.  Responses # 1-3 through #1-138 respond to each specific issue raised in these general summaries.  Where necessary, the Final PEA will be revised to reflect responses to comments.

Response 1-3:
As indicated by the number of public workshops, general fleet vehicle rule working group meetings, and working group meetings on the individual rules, the SCAQMD has made a substantial effort to work with affected or regulated agencies or parties to reach consensus, to the extent possible, on the specific requirements contained in each proposed rule.  In fact, a representative from the City of Los Angeles has attended a number of these meetings.  The SCAQMD welcomes any substantive information or other assistance the City of Los Angeles has to offer.  As indicated in response to comment #1-1, by definition none of the public agencies regulated by the proposed fleet vehicle rules is a responsible agency.  The only proposal for which there is a responsible agency is proposed amended Rule (PAR) 431.2 and that agency is the California Air Resources Board (CARB) because state law provides that this rule is subject to approval by CARB (Health and Safety Code §40447.6).

Response 1-4:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that the Draft PEA did not adequately address potential adverse impacts to public services.  SCAQMD staff consulted the CEQA Guidelines and CEQA case law for guidance regarding the analysis of potential public service impacts.  According to the “Public Services” section of the Environmental Checklist in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, public services impacts include only substantial physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities.  Similarly, in Goleta Union School District v. Regents of University of California (2d Dist. 1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 1025 [44 Cal.Rptr.2d 110], for a project that had the potential to increase student enrollment at the local school district, the court found that increased school enrollment resulting in overcrowding is not, in itself, a significant environmental impact requiring mitigation under CEQA.  Instead, increased enrollment will only lead to such an impact if the increased enrollment will ultimately require physical changes in the environment, such as construction of new school facilities.  In reaching this decision, the court relied on the following CEQA principles, which distinguish between economic and social effects (which do not constitute environmental impacts) and physical effects (which can constitute environmental impacts):

“[e]conomic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or social changes.  The intermediate economic or social changes need not be analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect.  The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” (CEQA Guidelines §15131(a)).

The court also relied on the definition of a project which states in pertinent part, that a “significant effect on the environment” means a substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna…An economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on the environment.  A social or economic change related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant (CEQA Guidelines §15382).

The above information relates to the proposed fleet vehicle rules in the following ways; the cost of purchasing fleets and installing infrastructure, in itself, is not a significant adverse impact unless it results in physical changes to the environment.  Direct air quality impacts from installing refueling stations and potential indirect air quality impacts from additional VMT to reach a centralized refueling station, etc., are physical effects on the environment and have been evaluated in Chapter 4 of this PEA.  Cost effects as they relate to construction of additional city services may be considered a significant adverse indirect environmental impact, while the effects of a project that may include a reduction in city services is not identified as a significant adverse impact in the CEQA Guidelines, nor has staff found any case law to support this latter interpretation.  In fact, staff reviewed the City of Los Angeles’ Draft L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide document to evaluate the public services significance thresholds proposed for use by the City.  In general, the public services significance thresholds are related to increases in public services, not a reduction in public services.

The potential costs of the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been evaluated in a separately prepared socioeconomic impact analysis.  In addition, the socioeconomic impact analysis includes information on potential funding sources that could be used to offset the additional costs of purchasing heavy-duty alternative fuel fleet vehicles.

With regard to potential physical adverse environmental impacts from a reduction in public service, the PEA includes an analysis of potential air quality impacts from a possible reduction in the number of transit buses available to bus riders and resulting vehicle commute trip emissions from a portion of these individuals driving their own vehicles to work.  The PEA also include an analysis of potential physical adverse impacts resulting from insufficient funding to cover the additional costs of replacing a diesel bus with an alternative clean fuel bus.  In this case, it was assumed that transit agencies would keep their diesel buses longer than would otherwise occur.  The results of both of these analyses were incorporated into the emission benefits analysis in Chapter 4 (see Tables 4-7 and 4-8) and Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA).  No other adverse physical environmental impacts to public services consistent with the guidance from the CEQA Guidelines and CEQA case law were identified, including potential adverse public impacts to sanitation, street sweeping and repair, and water and electricity services.

Response 1-5:
Since alternative fuels, as permitted in the proposed fleet rules, have different properties that could affect the performance and drivability of vehicles powered by these fuels, it is expected that fleet operators would choose the particular alternative fuel and corresponding engine/vehicle combination that makes the most sense for the fleet.  If payload capacity and range are important considerations in the vehicle selection process, then the fleet operator would strongly consider the use of liquefied natural gas (LNG).  Based on fleet operator input, LNG powered vehicles only result in a nominal reduction in payload capacity, and achieve essentially an equivalent range as conventionally powered vehicles.  With regard to reliability, first generations of alternative-fuel engine/vehicle technology were less reliable and cost more to maintain, which is usually true for most new technologies.  However, based on input from engine manufacturers and fleet operators, alternative fuel technology (e.g., natural gas) has matured and can potentially result in maintenance costs that are not significantly different or even lower compared to diesel technologies.

Response 1-6:
Costs associated with implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been analyzed in the Economic Assessment.  As noted in response to comment #1-4, economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines §15131).  Costs that result in potential adverse physical changes to the environment, i.e., air quality, have been evaluated in the PEA.  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-4 and the “Indirect Air Quality Effects” section of the PEA.

Response 1-7:
Potentially significant direct and indirect adverse environmental impacts resulting from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been adequately analyzed in the PEA.  The degree of specificity of the analysis is commensurate with the degree of specificity of proposed project (see also response to comment #1-2).  Where significant adverse environmental impacts have been identified, in this case for construction air quality impacts, appropriate feasible mitigation measures have been identified.  The commentator is referred to the “Construction-related Mitigation” subsection in Chapter 4 of the PEA for a discussion of mitigation measures applicable to air quality impacts.  See also Table 4-15.

It should also be noted that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(3), “An agency shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the program EIR into subsequent actions in the program.”  This means that subsequent projects undertaken by other public agencies to comply with the proposed fleet vehicle rules where the public agencies rely on the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules must incorporate the mitigation measures identified in the PEA into these future projects.

Response 1-8:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that potential hazards impacts have not been adequately addressed in the PEA.  The analysis in the PEA sufficiently and comprehensively addresses the potential hazards posed by the clean fuels.  Sections 3 (pages 3-75 through 3-86) and 4 (pages 4-78 through 4-97) of the PEA provide a comprehensive assessment of the potential hazards associated with the clean fuels and how those hazards compare to those posed by conventional fuels (gasoline and diesel fuel). Numerous references including, for example, the Department of Energy (Clean Cities Fact Sheet, May 2000) and the Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition Bulletin (http://www.ngvc.org/safetybulletin.html) attest to the safety of gaseous fuels in widespread applications over a number of years.  

The SCAQMD has provided substantial evidence in the PEA that hazard impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules will not be significant.  The commentator has provided no evidence, information or data that refutes or contradicts the analysis of potential hazards impacts in the PEA.  “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence.  Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” [Public Resources Code §21082.2.]

Response 1-9:
The commentator incorrectly assumes that new fire safety and risk management procedures need to be developed and that fire safety and risk management personnel are not trained for responding to emergencies associated with gaseous fuels.  The City of Los Angeles Fire Department (LAFD) was contacted and questioned concerning their alternative fuel response capabilities. The LAFD and Hazardous Materials Response personnel in Los Angeles are trained to respond to incidents involving releases of compressed natural gas (CNG), liquefied natural gas (LNG) and liquefied petroleum gases (LPG) and for compressed and liquefied gas incidents for compounds that are much more hazardous.  This includes flammable compounds such gaseous and liquid hydrogen used in aerospace and refinery operations and pressurized toxic compounds such as liquid chlorine that is used in water and wastewater treatment and anhydrous ammonia used extensively in refrigeration applications.  The LAFD has experience in dealing with CNG buses operated by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA), with LPG in vehicles and stationary tanks (LPG in stationary storage containers has been present in LA for many years), and propane vehicles operated by Los Angeles Department of Transportation.  Additional training programs are currently being developed by LAFD for other alternate fuels and will be disseminated in the future.  Discussion with the LAFD In-Service Training Unit (Chief Fry and Captain Webber) confirmed that all LAFD companies are currently capable of responding to LPG and CNG incidents.  For large releases, they are trained to work with the County HAZMAT team.  All LAFD companies have annual hazardous material “first responder” refresher courses.  NFPA codes for CNG, LPG and LNG specify maintenance and system requirements.

In spite of the above, the SCAQMD developed and recently release to the public a Training Availability and Opportunity Document for PRs 1191 through 1196 in conjunction with the support documents already prepared or under preparation for the proposed fleet vehicle rules. Staff is obtaining information from organizations such as community colleges that offer courses on alternative clean fuel systems and maintenance, engine/vehicle manufacturers, and fuel suppliers (e.g., the Gas Company), as well as fleets that are using significant numbers of alternative-fuel vehicles.  Safety and training are important issues to the SCAQMD, but they can be adequately addressed to the extent that entire fleets like Sunline Transit (operating transit buses in the Coachella Valley) have converted 100 percent of their bus fleet to natural gas operation, with the cooperation and assistance of the above mentioned organizations.

Response 1-10:
Regarding any analysis of siting or land use issues, the PEA did not identify any land use issues.  The reasons for this, as is stated in the PEA, are as follows. It is anticipated that light- and medium-duty fleet vehicles, which will be regulated by proposed Rule 1191, will not require infrastructure changes because replacement vehicles would consist of CARB-certified LEV or cleaner vehicles such as ULEVs and SULEVs as required by the proposed rule.  These vehicles can operate on conventional reformulated gasoline.

With regard to heavy-duty vehicles in the remaining proposed fleet vehicle rules, it was assumed in the analysis that these replacement vehicles will consist primarily of alternative-fueled vehicles (AFVs).  It was also assumed that infrastructure changes such as construction of EV charging stations or natural gas compressors will largely occur at existing maintenance and refueling sites.  In this situation it not likely that changes to existing zoning ordinances would be required.  If AFV refueling stations must be constructed at sites other than existing maintenance and refueling sites, it is anticipated that they will be sited in appropriately zoned areas, which are not expected to require changes to existing zoning ordinances.

Because siting alternative fuel refueling stations is a land use issue, the responsibility of proper siting of alternative fuel refueling stations belongs to the local public agencies with general land use authority, i.e., cities or counties.  If the City must purchase alternative fuel refueling sites, it is not known and cannot be known at this time where such facilities would be located.  Therefore, it is speculative to assume that the proposed fleet vehicle rules will require the City to modify existing zoning ordinances.  This conclusion is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15145.  It is understood that individual refueling sites, when ultimately procured, may need to undergo a site-specific CEQA evaluation by the appropriate CEQA lead agency, typically the agency with general land use authority, such as cities or counties.  CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) recognizes this possibility by stating, “If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new initial study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a negative declaration.”  This means the necessity to prepare CEQA documents for site-specific projects subsequent to preparation of a program CEQA document does not make the program CEQA document inadequate or deficient in any way.

The SCAQMD contacted several municipal planning departments to inquire whether they had specific land use, zoning and permitting requirements or concerns for AFV refueling facilities, specifically focussing on CNG, since this is projected to be the most prevalent clean fuel for HDVs.  The planning officials of the two municipalities that responded, the City of Long Beach and the City of Torrance, both stated that permitting and zoning requirements were identical for CNG or diesel facilities.  Both cities already have experience in using CNG fleet vehicles and in permitting of CNG refueling infrastructure.  In Long Beach the majority of the city fleet has already been converted to CNG.  In Torrance, street sweepers and trash trucks are fueled by CNG.  Based on this random inquiry within the Los Angeles basin, special land use, zoning and permitting requirements, if any, are expected to be rare when planning for conversion to (or addition of) AFV refueling facilities.  This conclusion is supported by comments made at the fleet vehicle rule working group meetings.

Response 1-11:
The SCAQMD disagrees that the use of alternative-fuel refuse collection vehicles will require additional trucks as discussed in more detail under response to comment #1-50.  The expansion of existing facilities or the need for new facilities may therefore only be plausible in isolated cases where the AFV refueling infrastructure cannot be accommodated within existing locations.  As discussed under response to comment #1-10, if AFV refueling stations must be constructed at sites other than existing maintenance and refueling sites, it is anticipated that they will be sited in appropriately zoned areas, which are not expected to require changes to existing zoning ordinances.

Response 1-12:
With regard to potential land use impacts the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-10.  Regarding potential hazard impacts the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-8.

Response 1-13:
With regard to the assertion that the City is a responsible agency, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-1.  With regard to potential land use issues the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-10.  With regard to preparation of a program CEQA document and other public agencies’ use of a program CEQA document, the commentator is referred to the responses to comment #1-1 and #1-2.  See also the response to comment #1-7.

Response 1-14:
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, a CEQA document shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project or would substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.  The CEQA document “need not consider every conceivable alternative to the project [emphasis added]” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)).  The alternatives discussion and comparison of the relative merits of each project alternative in Chapter 5 of the Draft EA complies with these and all other relevant requirements regarding project alternatives in CEQA Guidelines §15126.6. 
With regard to the specific alternatives suggested by the commentator in the December 14, 1999 comment letter on the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study (NOP/IS) for the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the SCAQMD evaluated each of the potential project alternatives recommended by the commentator.  The proposed alternatives were ultimately rejected as infeasible as discussed in the section “Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible” section in Chapter 5 of the PEA and in responses to NOP/IS comments #1-14 through #1-18 in Appendix C of the Draft PEA.  Evaluating potential project alternatives and including a discussion of the rationale for rejecting potential project alternatives is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c).

Response 1-15:
As indicated in response to comment #1-14 staff has evaluated the commentator’s suggestion for a voluntary, incentive-based program and rejected it for a number of reasons.  The quote provided by the commentator from the responses to comments on the NOP/IS is misleading as it provides only part of the rationale provided by the SCAQMD for rejecting an incentives-based alternative.  First, the SCAQMD considers incentive-based programs to be part of the No Project Alternative.  The reason for this determination is that there already exists a number of voluntary incentive programs including the Carl Moyer Fund and the MSRC Discretionary Funds Program.  In addition to these incentive programs there are a number of other incentive programs, including the following:  U.S. Internal Revenue Service (IRS) tax deduction for clean fuel vehicles and certain refueling properties; U.S. IRS electric vehicle tax credit for the purchase of qualified EVs and hybrid EVs; U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Clean Cities Program, which coordinates voluntary efforts between local government and industry to accelerate the use of alternative fuels and expand AFV refueling infrastructure; U.S. DOE State and Alternative Fuel Provider Fleets AFV Credits Program, which is a program where credits are allocated to state fleet operators and covers alternative fuel provider fleet operators when AFVs are acquired over and above the amount required under existing programs or are acquired at a faster rate; State Energy Program, which includes provisions for competitively awarded financial assistance for a number of state-oriented special project activities including alternative fuels; and local government subvention funds provided by AB 2766 that can be used to purchase alternative fuel vehicles or engines.  Because of the number and variety of voluntary incentive programs already available and the fact that the SCAQMD is already involved in the AB 2766 program, a separate voluntary incentive program would be duplicative with the No Project Alternative and, therefore, is not considered a true alternative.
A voluntary program is also not considered a true alternative since there is no enforcement mechanism whereby the benefits of the project can be assured.  While the SCAQMD has authority to help administer certain voluntary programs such as the Carl Moyer program, it does not have authority to compel additional funds to be appropriated for such programs.

The SCAQMD’s authority to regulate stationary sources, through its RECLAIM program for example, is not in question and is irrelevant to implementing a program controlling emissions from mobile sources such as fleet vehicles, either regulatory or voluntary.  Contrary to the commentator’s understanding of the RECLAIM program, it is not a voluntary program.  Facilities with NOx or SOx emissions four tons per year or greater are required to be in the RECLAIM program, a market incentive regulatory program, and are required to reduce facility-wide NOx or SOx emission by a prescribed amount on an annual basis.  The RECLAIM program provides a great deal of flexibility, however, in how regulated facilities reduce emissions to comply with their declining annual allocations.  Emission reductions obtained under the RECLAIM program are required by law to be equivalent to emission reductions that would have been obtained under the command-and-control rules from the AQMP that it replaced.

Response 1-16:
As noted in the SCAQMD’s response to the City of Los Angeles’ NOP/IS comment #1-15 (see response to comment #1-15 in Appendix C of the PEA), the proposed fleet vehicle rules do incorporate fuel neutrality for the following reasons.  With regard to the proposed fleet vehicle rules, fleet owners or operators would be required to replace heavy-duty fleet vehicles with vehicles that comply with the methanol equivalency provision contained in H&SC §40447.5.  This means that any alternative clean fueled-vehicle that meets the methanol equivalency criteria could be used as a compliant replacement fleet vehicle.  

PR 1191, which regulates light- and medium-duty fleet vehicles, requires replacement vehicles to consist of CARB-certified LEVs or cleaner vehicles including ULEVs and SULEVs.  These vehicles operate on currently available reformulated gasoline.  Fleet owners or operators can also replace fleet vehicles AFVs. 

It is assumed by this comment, however, that the commentator is “disappointed’ that an alternative allowing the use of diesel fuel was not included in the Draft PEA.  First, at the time that the Draft PEA was released to the public and currently, there are no CARB-certified heavy-duty diesel engines available that can meet the methanol equivalency provision contained in H&SC §40447.5.  Further, based on comments received at the various fleet vehicle working group meetings and workshops, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines that can meet the methanol particulate equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for another one to two years.  Similarly, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines to meet the methanol NOx equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for approximate another seven years.  In spite of the fact that there are currently no methanol equivalent CARB-certified heavy-duty engines, the Draft PEA identified potential clean diesel technologies and analyzed potential adverse environmental impacts that could be generated by these clean diesel technologies.

Since the release of the Draft PEA, some of the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been modified to allow greater use of diesel- and gasoline-fueled vehicles.  These modifications are briefly described in the following paragraphs.

PR 1186.1 has been further clarified to include a technical infeasibility criteria and procedures provision, which is a demonstration by a fleet owner or operator that it is technically infeasible to comply with the provisions of the rule requiring replacement of street sweepers with alternative fueled-sweepers because such sweepers are not commercially available for the specified application.  A technical infeasibility finding can also be made if an AFV refueling station is not available within five miles of the vehicle storage or maintenance yards.  

PR 1193 has been modified to allow, prior to July 1, 2002, replacement refuse trucks to consist of trucks with CARB-certified dual fuel engines.  Dual fuel engines operate on both natural gas and diesel fuel simultaneously.  The majority of the fuel burned is natural gas.  Diesel fuel is used as the ignition source under the heat of compression.  Dual-fueled vehicles can operate on 100 percent diesel fuel under certain operating conditions.

PR 1194 has been modified to allow replacement taxi or shuttle service fleet vehicles operating out of local airports to consist of CARB-certified ULEVs, SULEVs, or ZEVs.  As already noted, ULEVs and SULEVs can operate on currently available reformulated gasoline.  Courtesy shuttles operating to and from local airports would still be required to replace fleet vehicles with AFVs when buying new or replacing old fleet vehicles.

These modifications are not considered to be significant modifications to the proposed project requiring recirculation of the Draft PEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 because no new significant adverse impacts would result; a substantial increase to the severity of an impact will not occur; etc.  To the extent that greater use of diesel-fueled vehicles is allowed for complying with the proposed fleet vehicle rules a slight reduction in impacts could occur because there would be a minor reduction in the number of alternative fuel refueling stations that would need to be built.  Significant adverse impacts (construction air quality impacts) would not be eliminated, however, because these impacts are generated by refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur fuel pursuant to PAR 431.2, which would be used by diesel vehicles.  The PEA does contain sufficient analysis of the potential adverse environmental impacts associated with refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur diesel and use of such fuel along with associated diesel control technologies such as particulate traps, etc.

As noted above, the SCAQMD's authority over fleets is primarily based on California Health & Safety Code Section 40447.5, which allows the SCAQMD to require fleet operators of 15 or more vehicles to purchase vehicles which are capable of operating on methanol or other equivalently clean burning alternative fuel.  Because of methanol's inherently low particulate matter (PM) emissions when used as a heavy-duty engine application, equivalently clean-burning fuels (including equivalent technologies) have been determined to include compressed natural gas (CNG), LNG, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG), battery-electric, and fuel cells.  These fuels are also consistent with permitted alternative fuels as contained in CARB's recently adopted Urban Bus Fleet Rule.

Response 1-17:
A CEQA document is required to describe a “reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives” to the project (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)) (see also response to comment #1-14).  A CEQA document is also required to describe reasonably foreseeable future phases of the project.  The PEA describes all reasonably foreseeable fleet rules.  While it is possible that the SCAQMD may adopt additional fleet rules applicable to private sector fleets in the future, whether such rules would be adopted or what form they could take is not reasonably foreseeable.  Should such rules be developed, a future environmental assessment would be prepared.

Response 1-18:
The City contends that the SCAQMD has not adequately considered social and economic impacts from the project.  As an example, the City contends that the SCAQMD has not considered the project’s costs to government agencies and the potential for reductions in services or increases in fees.  The City’s contention is without merit.  In the first place, the SCAQMD is required to consider economic and social impacts only if they are related to a physical change in the environment.  (City of Pasadena v. State of California (1993) 14 Cal.App.4th 810, 828; Citizens Association for Sensible Development of Bishop Area v.  County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 169-170.)  These impacts are fully considered in SCAQMD’s Socioeconomic Impact Report.  No environmental impacts resulting from increased agency costs have been identified or can be foreseen.  Also, there is no requirement to consider social or economic impacts that do not cause significant environmental impacts.  (See City of Pasadena, 14 Cal.App.4th at 828.)  The increased costs from the rules, the only economic impact and social impacts the City has identified, need not cause any impacts to the environment.  All non-environmental social and economic impacts have been identified in the SCAQMD’s Socioeconomic Impact Report.  See also response to comment #1-4.

Response 1-19:
As noted in responses to comments #1-4 and #1-18 a CEQA economic or social economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  Since the Draft PEA did not rely in any way on the information or conclusions contained in the SCAQMD’s Economic Assessment for the proposed fleet vehicle rules it is not clear in what way the review of the project is “incomplete and disjointed.”  The Draft PEA was available March 10, 2000, and was available for review by the public for over 45 days.  This is consistent with CEQA requirements regarding the review period for a project with significant adverse environmental impacts (Public Resources Code §21091.

Response 1-20:
The City of Los Angeles contends that each specific rule in the fleet rule series should have a separate analysis, and that failure to do so gives the public inadequate notice and opportunity for review and comment.  The SCAQMD elected to prepare a Program EA for the fleet rule series of rules in an effort to commence and prepare a document, which detailed and discussed the potential environmental impacts and provided the best and earliest opportunity for public review and comment.  The PEA described the scope, intent and targeted affected fleets for each rule.

CEQA Guidelines §15165 requires that where a phased project is to be undertaken, and where the total undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental effect, the lead agency shall prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate project.  A program EIR (or EA) described in CEQA Guideline §15168 is the appropriate document for the issuance of rules or regulations to govern the conduct of a continuing program.  The Program EIR (or EA) is preferable because it allows a more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives, a better analyses cumulative impacts of the project as a whole, and avoids duplicative discussion of policy consideration and duplicate paperwork.  See also responses to comments #1-1, #1-2 and #1-7.

Response 1-21:
The SCAQMD seriously considers all comments received by all commentators on its CEQA documents.  The SCAQMD, however, disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the analysis in the PEA requires substantive changes or additional analyses.  As noted in the responses to comments #1-1, #1-2, #1-7, #1-13, and #1-20, the SCAQMD prepared a program CEQA document because the proposed fleet vehicle rules constitute an ongoing regulatory program.  Further, the level of detail of the analysis is appropriate given the level of detail of the project.  The commentator has provided no credible evidence that any of the analyses contained in the PEA are deficient in any way that would trigger the requirement to recirculate the PEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.  

Response 1-22:
As noted in response to comment #1-1 is not a responsible agency for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The City of Los Angeles comments that the PEA is inadequate for a number of reasons and must be re-circulated.  CEQA Guideline §15088.5 outlines when re-circulation is required.  The leading case in deciding when re-circulation is necessary is Laurel Heights v. Regents of Univ. of CA., (1993) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 26 Cal.Rptr.2d 231 (Laurel Heights II), which states:

[W]e conclude that the addition of new information to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the project’s proponents have declined to implement…[R]eciruclation is not required where the new information added to the EIR “merely clarifies or amplifies…or makes insignificant modifications in…an adequate EIR.” (Id. At pp. 1129-1130).

The comments raised by the City of Los Angeles do not require circulation because they do not provide new information of an significant adverse environmental effect of a physical change resulting from the project.  See also response to comment #1-21.

Response 1-23:
  The SCAQMD is aware of the substantive and procedural requirements under CEQA and the PEA complies with all relevant requirements.  Relative to project alternatives recommend by the City, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-14, #1-15, #1-16, and #1-17.  With regard to potential land use impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10 and #1-13.  Regarding potential public services impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.  With regard to potential public safety impacts, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-9.

When considering the standards of adequacy of a CEQA document, the CEQA Guidelines (§15151) recognize that disagreement among experts does not make a CEQA document inadequate.  In this case disagreement refers to the facts and the analysis of potential adverse impacts contained in the CEQA document.  In Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd District Agricultural Assoc. (1986) 42 Cal. 3d 929, the court held that "the EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just the agency's bare conclusions or opinions." In Browning-Ferris Industries of California, Inc. v. San Jose (1986) 181 Cal. App. 3d 852, the court reasserted that an EIR is a disclosure document and as such an agency may choose among differing expert opinions when those arguments are correctly identified in a responsive manner.  Further, the state Supreme Court in its 1988 Laurel Heights decision held that the purpose of CEQA is to compel government at all levels to make decisions with environmental consequences in mind.  CEQA does not, indeed cannot, guarantee that these decisions will always be those which favor environmental considerations, nor does it require absolute perfection in an EIR.  The only disagreement expressed by the commentator are based on opinions that are unsupported by documentation, facts, or other data.  As noted in response to comment #1-8, opinion does not constitute substantial evidence.

Response 1-24:
As already noted the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is inadequate.  See responses to comments #1-21 and #1-22. 

Response 1-25:
As already noted the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is inadequate.  See responses to comments #1-21 and #1-22.  With regard to the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts contained in the PEA, see also responses to comments #1-1, 1-2, #1-7, #1-8, #1-9, #1-10, #1-18, #1-19, and #1-20.

Response 1-26:
With regard to the intended uses of the PEA by other public agencies, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-1, #1-2.  With regard to potential land use impacts and siting of AFV refueling stations, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10 and #1-13.

Response 1-27:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the direct and indirect impacts on public services have not been properly evaluated or considered.  Since no specific public services were mentioned in this comment the reader is referred to the Public Services impact analysis in the PEA (p. 4-60 – 4-63) and response to comment #1-9, which address concerns regarding the ability of typical municipal fire protection services in addressing emergencies associated with clean fuels.  See also responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.

Response 1-28:
With regard to potential safety impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-8 and #1-9.

Response 1-29:
As already noted the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is inadequate or that it does not provide public agencies with sufficient information to make sound policy decisions.  The SCAQMD is aware that the City of Los Angeles and other public agencies may rely on the PEA in making discretionary decisions regarding infrastructure siting and installation; however, the City of Los Angeles and other public agencies have an affirmative duty to conduct its own review if necessary and has the ultimate responsibility to interpret and analyze any aspects of the project under its jurisdiction.  Lexington Hills Assn. v. St. of CA., (1988) 200 Cal.App.3d 415, 246 Cal.Rptr.97.  Save S.F. Bay Assn. v. S.F. Bay Conservancy, 10 Cal.App.4th 922, 13 Cal.Rptr.2d 117.  With regard to the adequacy of the analysis of environmental impacts contained in the PEA, see responses to comments #1-21 and #1-22.  See also responses to comments #1-1, 1-2, #1-7, #1-8, #1-9, #1-10, #1-18, #1-19, and #1-20.

Response 1-30:
With regard to later uses of the PEA in other public agencies’ decision making process, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-29.  Relative to the level of detail of the environmental analysis contained in the PEA, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-2 and #1-7.  Regarding the availability of cost information, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-19.  See also responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.

Response 1-31:
As noted in response to comment #1-1, the CEQA Guidelines recognize that, because a program CEQA document analyzes impacts from a project consisting of basic or broad policy considerations, projects that follow may require site-specific operations.  For any projects that follow, a lead agency can use the PEA as the basis of the environmental analysis for the project.  If impacts from the site-specific project are within the scope of the program CEQA document, no further environmental documents would be required (CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(5)).  Currently, no impacts have been identified from each of the individual proposed fleet vehicle rules that are not within the scope of the PEA.  If during the rule promulgation process new significant adverse environmental impacts are identified or existing adverse impacts are made substantially worse, then the appropriate subsequent CEQA document will be prepared (CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1)).

Response 1-32:
The Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES) II project represents one of the most comprehensive air toxics monitoring programs ever conducted in a major urban area in the country, and an extraordinary level of national and international interest has focused on this study.  This project included air monitoring of over 30 toxic pollutants, both gaseous and particulate, at 10 fixed sites characterizing neighborhood-scale conditions over a one-year period; and a complementary microscale study using three mobile platforms for approximately one month at each of 14 additional locations.  In addition to the monitoring, the toxics emissions inventory was further developed, and computer models were utilized to depict toxic risks for the entire Basin.  

The SCAQMD acknowledges that there are various inherent uncertainties as part of the MATES II study as identified through the public commenting process for this study; however, these uncertainties are not significant to the extent that they would change the conclusions drawn from the study.  The uncertainties inherent in the MATES II study are irrelevant to the analysis of potential adverse impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The authority to regulate fleet vehicles is granted to the SCAQMD by Health & Safety Code §§40447.5, 40919 and 40920.5.  This means that the SCAQMD already has the authority to promulgate fleet vehicle rules and does not rely on the MATES II study for this authority.  With or without the MATES II study the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts would be the same.

The uncertainties associated with the MATES II study are clearly documented in the Final MATES II report (SCAQMD, 2000).  At the commentator’s request, however, some of the uncertainties associated with the MATES II report are summarized in the following sentences.  The SCAQMD recognizes that there are inherent uncertainties associated with the toxic risk factor associated with diesel, as established in California, and that on a national level, there has not been any recommendation for a quantified value for diesel.  However, the SCAQMD staff relied upon the medical expertise within the Cal EPA for establishing pollutant toxicity risk factors (as well as the state ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants), and believes the current estimate to be appropriately health protective.  Also, the SCAQMD staff accepts risk factors established by Cal EPA as applicable to the entire state.  Another potential area of uncertainty, based on  public comments in response to the MATES II report, is the potential under-estimation of risk from stationary sources.  SCAQMD staff response is that the computer model utilized in the MATES II study properly treated the relative contribution and distribution of all mobile and stationary source emissions, to ensure that the stationary source emissions and resultant contribution to overall toxic risk to ambient air would not be understated.  The commentator is referred to the Final MATES II report for a more comprehensive discussion of the associated uncertainties.

Response 1-33:
It is unclear what relevance other toxics studies, especially those “currently underway” have to the proposed fleet vehicle rules since these studies are unrelated to: the SCAQMD’s authority to promulgate fleet vehicle rules; the proposed project; and the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from the proposed project.  

Response 1-34:
Health & Safety Code §40447.5 the authorizes the SCAQMD to require fleets to purchase vehicles capable of operating on “methanol or other equivalently clean burning alternative fuel.”  The “Statutory Authority” section in Chapter 2 of the PEA discusses methanol equivalency.  Further, PR 1192 and PR 1193 in Appendix A of the Draft PEA also defined methanol equivalency.  The commentator is, therefore, referred to those sections of the PEA.  With regard to recirculation of the PEA, the SCAQMD continues to assert that the commentator has provided no information, evidence, or data that would trigger recirculation of the PEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.

Response 1-35:
The language the commentator refers to the SCAQMD’s authority to require operation on alternative fuels “to the maximum extent feasible” when operating within the south coast district.  The definition of feasible cited by the commentator in Public Resources Code §21061.1, applies specifically to findings a public agency must make concerning whether to mitigate or avoid significant effects identified in an EIR.

Response 1-36:
 In this comment, the commentator appears to agree with one of the project objectives identified in the PEA, reduce TAC and criteria pollutant emissions from public and certain private fleet vehicles.  No other response is necessary.

Response 1-37:
The City of Los Angeles comments that Health & Safety Code §40448.5 authorizes the SCAQMD to create and seek funding for a non-regulatory clean fuels program and this should be analyzed as an alternative.  The SCAQMD has adopted programs to encourage voluntary usage of clean burning fuels and has funded numerous such projects.  The authority granted to the SCAQMD by Health & Safety Code §40447.5, to establish fleet rules and require the purchase or lease of alternative fuel vehicles is wholly separate from §40448.5.  The two do not provide comparable emission reductions and are not alternative.  The commentator is also referred to the response to comment #1-15.

The comment requesting the SCAQMD to give “serious consideration on the means to provide adequate funding including the use of current SCAQMD funding sources” is not related to the CEQA analysis.  However, a considerable portion of the Economic Assessment does identify potential funding sources, including current funding sources, to cover the incremental additional costs associated with AFVs.

Response 1-38:
It should be clarified that, not only did the PEA identify mobile source diesel emission control technologies, but potential adverse environmental impacts from these control technologies were analyzed for comparison to alternative clean fuel technologies.  The commentator is referred to response to comment #1-16 regarding the state of low emission diesel technologies.  Therefore, sufficient information was presented to allow selection of these technologies if desired by the SCAQMD Governing Board.

In this comment, the commentator makes a number of recommendations regarding additional analyses to be included in the PEA.  The commentator recommends that an additional analysis be performed for renewable fuels.  Aside from ethanol, it is not clear what else the City would like to see evaluated since it does not define what it means by renewable fuels.  Regardless, the PEA does identify ethanol as a potential clean fuel.  As noted in the PEA, since ethanol has many of the physical and chemical properties as methanol, the analysis of methanol serves as a surrogate for ethanol.  Potential adverse environmental impacts from methanol were comprehensively analyzed in the PEA (although it is not likely that methanol would be used for heavy-duty replacement vehicles because of the substantially higher life cycle costs, it was assumed that a small percentage of heavy-duty vehicles would convert to methanol).

Although substantial advances in fuel cell technology have occurred over the last few years, fuel cells are not yet currently available.  As indicated in some of the proposed fleet vehicle working groups and public workshops, fuel cell engines are expected to be made commercially available in approximately seven to 10 years.  To the extent that vehicles powered by fuel cells use alternative clean fuel refueling stations, analysis of fuel cells is addressed in the PEA.  Because additional research and development is necessary before fuel cells can become commercially viable, any analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts specifically from fuel cells at this time would be speculative.

It is unclear what the commentator means by cleaner conventional fuels other than low emission diesel technologies.  As already indicated, these were already analyzed in the PEA. 

Finally, the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA needs to be recirculated.  See responses to comments #1-21 and #1-22.

Response 1-39:
For additional information regarding why an alternative regulating all fleets is infeasible, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-14 and #1-17

Response 1-40:
The commentator incorrectly states that the analysis of the proposed fleet vehicle rules did not identify significant adverse environmental impacts.  The analysis in the PEA concluded that modifications to refineries that would enable them to produce low sulfur diesel would result in significant adverse construction air quality impacts in 2001 and 2002.  Further, it is not necessarily correct to assume that no other impacts would occur if the fleet vehicles rules were expanded to cover all fleets.  To the extent that such a project would require replacement fleet vehicles to consist of AFVs, additional AFV refueling stations might need to be built.  Depending on the additional number of refueling stations that may be built concurrently, new construction air quality impacts could be generated.  While it is possible that the SCAQMD may adopt additional fleet rules applicable to private sector fleets in the future, whether such rules would be adopted or what form they could take is not reasonably foreseeable.  Should such rules be developed, a future environmental assessment would be prepared.  See response to comment #1-14.

Response 1-41:
The commentator’s opinion that SCAQMD responses to comments submitted by the City on the NOP/IS were non-responsive is incorrect.  The SCAQMD carefully considered all responses submitted by commentators on the NOP/IS and prepare comprehensive responses to all comments submitted (see Appendix C of this PEA).  The commentator has provided no information at all to indicate in what way the NOP/IS comments were unresponsive.  With regard to the relationship between the PEA and the Economic Assessment, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-19.  See also responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.

Response 1-42:
As explained in the section entitled “The Proposed Fleet vehicle Universe” in Chapter 4 of the PEA and as noted in response to comment #1-10, it is anticipated that light- and medium-duty fleet vehicles, which will be regulated by proposed Rule 1191, will not require infrastructure changes because replacement vehicles would consist of CARB-certified LEV or cleaner vehicles such as ULEVs and SULEVs as required by the proposed rule.  These vehicles can operate on conventional reformulated gasoline.  Consequently, no infrastructure impacts from construction of AFV refueling stations are expected to occur.

At the request of the commentator, the emissions reduction benefits have been estimated for each individual rule.  The commentator is referred to Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA).

Response 1-43:
The basis for the emission benefit calculation methodology for light- and medium-duty vehicles affected by the proposed fleet rules is to develop emission reductions beyond the CARB LEV I/II regulations.  This has been clearly shown in the Draft PEA (see Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA)).  Therefore, a direct comparison between the proposed fleet rules and the CARB LEV I/II regulations is not relevant, since the proposed fleet rule emission benefits were determined to be surplus to and not in competition with the CARB regulation.  With regard to future purchases of low emitting vehicles, the calculation methodology in the PEA automatically takes this into account since CARB future projections of low-emission vehicles are accounted for in the emission reduction calculation methodology.
Response 1-44:
The record keeping requirements, which are minimal in nature, are necessary in PR 1191 to ensure rule enforceability.  These requirements are not burdensome in that the proposed rule simply requires records that would generally be kept by properly managed fleets, in the absence of any fleet rule requirements.  These include official DMV registrations, manufacturer, model-year, model, engine family number and fuel type for each vehicle.  In addition to the modest requirements for record keeping, the record keeping requirements do not generate significant adverse environmental impacts to any environmental topics.

Response 1-45:
Because there are potentially hundreds of fleets that could be affected by the proposed fleet rules, SCAQMD staff will most likely spot check fleet vehicle purchases, as deemed appropriate by SCAQMD compliance staff, to ensure compliance with rule requirements.  In terms of government fleets, in particular, regular oversight of vehicle fleet purchases is not expected to be needed since many of these public agencies have already taken a leadership position in utilizing vehicles being facilitated for use by the proposed fleet rules.  It is further expected that government fleets managed by large agencies (such as the City of Los Angeles) that have extensively analyzed the proposed fleets rules both from environmental and operational perspectives, will need minimal oversight from SCAQMD staff for rule compliance purposes.

Response 1-46:
Since release of the Draft PEA in March 2000, at the request of affected fleet owners PR 1191 has been modified to allow the purchase of gasoline- or diesel-fueled medium-duty vehicles only if the fleet owner or operator can demonstration that a medium-duty engine/chassis configuration is not available from the list published by the Executive Officer or that a medium-duty engine/chassis configuration has not been certified by CARB as LEV or better.  However, to qualify for the purchase gasoline- or diesel-fueled medium-duty vehicles at least one of the following two conditions must be met:

(A)
The public fleet operator has sufficient prior purchases as of July 1, 2001 of alternative-fueled vehicles in the existing fleet that have been certified as ULEV, SULEV, or ZEV that would offset the emissions associated with the gasoline- or diesel-fueled vehicle as specified under subparagraph (e)(4); or 

(B)
The public fleet operator purchases concurrently with the medium-duty vehicle, alternative-fueled vehicles in sufficient quantities that have been certified as SULEV or ZEV that would offset the emissions associated with the gasoline- or diesel-fueled vehicle as specified under subparagraph (e)(4). 

The above changes to PR 1191 have been analyzed to determine if these modifications alter the analyses or conclusions in the Draft PEA.  First, it should be noted that PR 1191 did not contribute to any of the potential environmental impacts in the PEA because PR 1191, which regulates light- and medium-duty fleet vehicles, requires replacement vehicles to consist of CARB-certified LEVs or cleaner vehicles including ULEVs and SULEVs.  These vehicles operate on currently available reformulated gasoline.  As a result, no infrastructure development is required, so no construction or other potentially adverse environmental impacts would be generated.  Similarly, to the extent that PR 1191 allows currently available medium-duty gasoline or diesel vehicles to be purchased as replacement vehicles no infrastructure or other changes generating potential adverse environmental impacts would be generated because these vehicles are already currently in use.  

Under these credit provisions there would be no net effect on the emission benefits anticipated for PR 1191 because emissions from gasoline- or diesel-fueled medium-duty vehicles would have to be offset through purchase of sufficient quantities of other fleet vehicles that have been certified as ULEV or cleaner.

These modifications are not considered to be significant modifications to the proposed project requiring recirculation of the Draft PEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 because no new significant adverse impacts would result; a substantial increase to the severity of an impact will not occur; etc.  

Response 1-47:
With regard to potential cost impacts of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the SCAQMD’s Economic Assessment.  See also responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #1-19.  With regard to the existing benefits from the use of AFVs, this is not part of the proposed project.  However, as part of the emissions benefits analysis, the emission reduction benefits of the Consent Decree between heavy-duty engine manufacturers and U.S. EPA have been accounted for in the emission benefits analysis so there is no double counting of these emission reduction benefits.  Similarly, the emission reduction benefits of CARB’s urban transit bus fleet rule have also been incorporated into the emission reduction benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules to avoid double counting the emissions benefits.  It should be noted that a portion of the environmental impacts generated by the fleet vehicle rules will actually be generated as a result of transit bus fleet operators in the district complying with CARB’s urban transit bus fleet.  These reductions in potential environmental impacts effects from CARB’s urban transit bus fleet rule have not been incorporated into the PEA.  This means that the impacts identified in the PEA overestimate potential adverse impacts from implementing the SCAQMD’s proposed fleet vehicle rules.

Further, Alternative B has been modified by eliminating the heavy-duty vehicle standards currently under consideration by CARB and incorporating the heavy-duty vehicle standards proposed on May 17, 2000.

In addition to the above, the emissions benefits analysis in Alternative B takes into consideration U.S. EPA’s recently proposed heavy-duty engine emission standards (May 17, 2000) that are expected to be adopted within a seven-year time frame.  Finally, with regard to existing voluntary AFV and low emission vehicle programs, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-15.

Response 1-48:
At the time the Draft PEA, CARB’s urban transit bus fleet had not been adopted.  The emission reduction benefits of CARB’s rule, based on what was available at the time were accounted for in Alternative B.  Now that CARB’s rule has been adopted, it’s emission reduction benefits have been removed from Alternative B and incorporated into the emission benefits estimates for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Further, Alternative B has been modified by eliminating the heavy-duty vehicle standards currently under consideration by CARB and incorporating the heavy-duty vehicle standards proposed on May 17, 2000.  The U.S. EPA heavy-duty standards are very similar to the standards under consideration.  These minor modifications do not change any conclusions in the PEA and do not trigger any of the criteria that require recirculation of a CEQA document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.

As has been previously communicated to City of Los Angeles environmental and fleet operations staff, the recently adopted CARB urban transit bus fleet rule establishes two compliance paths: a diesel path and an alternative fuel path.  The diesel compliance path basically requires transit bus fleets to purchase diesel buses meeting certain emission standards along with certain other fleet related emission reduction requirements, and the alternative fuel path requires these fleets to purchase alternative -fuel buses meeting certain emission standards along with certain other fleet related emission reduction requirements.  The net effect of PR 1192 will be to require transit bus fleets to choose CARB's alternative fuel path, in order to capture additional particulate matter and NOx emission reductions that would occur through the utilization of alternative fuel buses instead of diesel buses.  Consequently, PR 1192 is not duplicative or inconsistent with the alternative fuel path in CARB’s urban transit bus fleet rule.  Further, the emission reduction benefits of PR 1192 have been described in the Staff Report for PR 1192.  With regard to the level of analysis in the PEA, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-2 and #1-7.

Response 1-49:
As explained in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEA and in response to comment #1-16, the SCAQMD’s authority to regulate fleet vehicles, contained in part in H&SC §40447.5, restricts the SCAQMD’s authority to requiring replacement fleet vehicles to comply with specific methanol equivalency criteria.  Diesel currently does not qualify as methanol equivalent for either PM10 or NOx emissions.  In spite of this the PEA includes an analysis of potential environmental impacts from using clean diesel technologies.  The commentator is referred to Chapter 4 of the PEA and responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  With regard to renewable fuels and fuel cells, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-38.  

Response 1-50:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA does not include sufficient information on the impacts and benefits of implementing PR 1193. The SCAQMD has estimated the air quality benefits that would result from implementing each of the proposed fleet vehicle rules and associated rule amendments separately.  The commentator is referred to the section entitled “  Emission Reductions from Implementing the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules and Related Amendments and Appendix E.  The SCAQMD disagrees that the information presented regarding impacts is not sufficient.  The SCAQMD has attempted to identify reasonably anticipated impacts of the proposed fleet vehicle rules and evaluate their significance.

The SCAQMD does not agree that the transition to alternative fueled refuse collection vehicles will result in adverse significant operational changes from reduced range, payload and reliability.  The SCAQMD also disagrees that the use of alternative fueled refuse collection vehicles will require additional trucks, additional refueling trips, or additional City staff. The SCAQMD contacted Waste Management (personal communication with Kent Stoddard, Waste Management, May 18, 2000), which is currently operating 30 CNG-fueled refuse collection vehicles in Palm Desert, regarding their experience with operation of those vehicles and changes in operations that they would anticipate when converting their entire fleet to CNG-fueled refuse collection vehicles.  Waste Management indicated that: (1) the CNG tanks on their refuse collection vehicles are sized to provide the same range as diesel-fueled refuse collection trucks; (2) vehicle payload for CNG-fueled refuse collection vehicles is approximately 1,600 pounds less than the 22,000 pound payload of diesel-fueled refuse collection vehicles; (3) the decrease in payload of approximately seven percent could cause an increase in vehicles-miles-traveled (VMT) of approximately seven to eight percent; (4) this increased VMT could be accommodated with the existing fleet, avoiding the need for additional vehicles or drivers; and (5) additional maintenance personnel would not be required to maintain CNG-fueled refuse collection vehicles.  Additionally, although Waste Management experienced substantial downtime caused by failure of high-pressure regulators, actuators, spark plugs and the electronic control system, these problems were largely overcome as a result of improved or modified components, training of maintenance personnel and new computer analysis software (letter to David Coel, SCAQMD, from Kent Stoddard, Waste Management, January 21, 2000).  The SCAQMD would expect these improved and modified components to be incorporated in new CNG-fueled refuse collection vehicles that would be acquired by the City of Los Angeles for compliance with PR1193.

The SCAQMD has evaluated the potential air quality and transportation/circulation impacts from the increased VMT resulting from the reduced CNG-fueled refuse truck payload as discussed in responses to comments #1-52 and #1-115, respectively.

The increase in VMT will mainly be caused by additional trips to and from the disposal facilities, which would take place at a much higher speed than the speed possible (due to the frequent starts and stops) during refuse collection.  The SCAQMD therefore expects that the seven-to-eight percent increase in VMT would lead to a relatively insignificant increase in required labor hours that can generally be accommodated within current working schedules.

With regard to potential public service impacts, the commentator is referred to responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.

Response 1-51:
The Economic Assessment identifies that the costs of PR 1193 range from $4.73 to $24.51 million, depending on funding availability.  Additionally, the Staff Report for PR 1193 provides a range of cost effectiveness estimates.  The impact of PR 1193 and other proposed fleet rules resulting from the diversion of spending elsewhere is analyzed in Chapter V of the economic report.

Response 1-52:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the assertion that additional vehicles would be required by reductions in payload, as described in response to comment #1-50.  Additionally, as also discussed in response to comment #1-50, the SCAQMD disagrees with the assertion that additional workers and associated commuting trips would be required. 

In response to the comment submitted by the City of Los Angeles, the SCAQMD has estimated the emissions associated with the increased VMT caused by the reduced payload of CNG-fueled refuse collection vehicles compared with diesel-fueled refuse vehicles.  The results of this analysis are presented in the indirect air quality impacts section of the Final PEA, and the details of the analysis are presented in Appendix F.  To summarize, an eight percent increase in VMT traveled by CNG-fueled refuse collection vehicles leads to estimated NOX and PM10 emissions of 1,096 and 24 pounds per day when the entire estimated fleet of 6,000 diesel-fueled refuse collection vehicles has been converted to CNG-fueled vehicles.  However, the conversion of these vehicles from diesel fuel to CNG results in estimated decreases of 6,544 and 656 pounds per day of NOX and PM10, respectively, which far exceed the estimated increases associated with the increased VMT.

Response 1-53:
The emission benefits for Proposed Rule 1193 have been developed and are included in the Staff Report for PR 1193, along with an explanation of the emission reduction calculation methodology, which was developed based on input received from waste hauler fleet operators. 

Response 1-54:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the environmental analysis in the PEA relative to PR 1194, PR 1196, and PR 1186.1 is insufficient.  Consistent with CEQA, the SCAQMD prepared a program CEQA document for the reasons explained in responses to comments #1-1, #1-2, and #1-7.

The environmental analysis for the proposed fleet vehicle rules contained in the Draft PEA overestimates potential adverse environmental impacts for the following reasons.  The estimate of the affected vehicle universe includes a 20 percent scale up factor in the event that the initial fleet vehicle surveys underestimated affected public fleets.  Further, the analysis does not take into account the fact that a large number of AFVs are already included in public fleets, that is, the analysis assumes all affected vehicles are diesel or gasoline vehicles.  Finally, representatives from energy suppliers in the district have indicated that the SCAQMD’s assumption of the number of AFV refueling stations that would be necessary to support implementation of the proposed fleet vehicle rules substantially overestimates the actual number that would be required.

In addition to the above, as noted in response to comment #1-16 minor modifications have been made to several of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The net effect of these modifications, especially for PR 1194, is to allow greater use of CARB-certified LEV or cleaner vehicles that operate on currently available reformulated gasoline.  As a result, infrastructure modifications to install AFV refueling stations would not need to be as extensive as assumed in the PEA.  All of the reasons provided in this response, as well as the environmental analysis contained in the PEA disputes the commentator’s opinion that the specific information in the PEA is insufficient.

Response 1-55:
SCAQMD staff has studied City of Los Angeles comments relative to PR 1186.1 and has addressed them as part of the development of the proposed rule. 

During promulgation of Rule 1186 the City identified and the SCAQMD previously addressed several sweeper-related issues such as range, size of debris picked up, and sweeper weight.  These same issues are being considered and addressed in PR 1186.1 development.  Specifically, PR 1186.1 allows for a technical infeasibility certification that would allow the purchase of a conventional-fueled sweeper if an alternative fuel sweeper is not available with the desired technical specifications.  

Response 1-56:
The commentator’s opinion that environmental impacts from using clean diesel technologies were not evaluated in the PEA is incorrect.  The commentator is referred to Chapter 4 of the PEA and responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  

The SCAQMD included PAR 431.2, which would limit the sulfur content in diesel, as part of the proposed fleet vehicle rules because it will result in immediate Basinwide PM emission reductions when implemented, and it will facilitate the widespread use of particulate filters for diesel vehicles not affected by the proposed fleet rules.   In addition, it should be noted that alternative methods of compliance are being considered as part of the development of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, including the use of particulate filters in combination with low-sulfur diesel fuel.  The emission benefits of PAR 431.2 have been considered in terms of this proposed rule being used in combination with particulate filters an alternative method of compliance to achieve basically equivalent PM emission benefits.

Response 1-57:
With regard to consideration of an alternative regulating all fleet vehicles, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-17.  See also responses to comments #1-14 and #1-40.

The rule adoption schedule for the proposed fleet vehicle rules has been included in the SCAQMD’s monthly Board Agenda Item Rule and Control Measure Forecast Report since March 2000.  Some of the Public Hearings for the proposed fleet vehicle rules have, however, been rescheduled since that time.  The currently proposed fleet vehicle rules adoption schedule, which is subject to change, is as follows:

June 16, 2000 Public Hearings:
Proposed Rules 1191, 1192, and 1193;

August 18, 2000 Public Hearings:
Proposed Rules 1186.1, 1194, 1196 and
PAR 431.2

To Be Determined
Proposed Rule 1195

Response 1-58:
The “Air Quality Benefits Estimate” section in Chapter 2 is correctly labeled.  Table 2-1 shows the air quality benefits anticipated to occur from PR 1191 and PR 1192, which regulate light- and medium-duty vehicles.  Table 2-2 shows the air quality benefits anticipated to occur from heavy-duty vehicles subject to PRs 1186.1, 1192, 1193, 1195, and 1196.  As is clearly stated in the text of the section identified by the commentator, the reader is referred to both Chapter 4 and Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA) for a more thorough discussion of how the emission reductions were determined for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA), included as part of the PEA, specifically includes the emission reduction calculation methodologies and assumptions.  Including technical detail of an analysis in an appendix to the main body of the text is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15147, which states in part, “Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and analyses as appendices to the main body of the EIR.”

Response 1-59:
The commentator’s opinion that the PEA fails to include CARB’s and U.S. EPA’s mobile source measures is incorrect.  With regard to adopted CARB and U.S. EPA mobile source rules, the PEA includes that incremental emission reductions resulting from the proposed fleet rules, beyond these CARB and U.S. EPA rules.  However, it is inappropriate to include future measures for which adoption is uncertain in the benefits analysis.  Specific mobile source measures as identified and being developed by CARB and U.S. EPA will be insufficient to achieve CARB and U.S. EPA ambient air quality standards for particulate matter and ozone for the South Coast Air Basin.  This is one of the primary reasons why the SCAQMD has pursued the development of the proposed fleet rules.  For additional information the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-47.

Response 1-60:
With regard to potential future more stringent heavy-duty engine emission standards, CARB has yet to formally propose these standards, and U.S. EPA just recently (May 17, 2000) proposed more stringent standards.  The emission benefit analysis included in Alternative B of the PEA included SCAQMD assumptions on these emission standards levels for the 2007 model year, based on CARB input.  These assumptions (0.01 g/bhp--hr for PM and 0.2 g/bhp-hr in 2007) are remarkably close to U.S. EPA's recently announced proposal (0.01 g/bhp-hr PM in 2007 and 0.2 g/bhp-hr NOx phased in between 2007 to 2010).  It is not appropriate to include these standards in the No Project Alternative as they have not been formally adopted by either CARB or U.S. EPA.  Instead these standards more appropriately form the basis of one of the project alternatives, Alternative B as already indicated.

Response 1-61:
With regard to regulating private fleets, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-17.  See also responses to comments #1-14 and #1-40.  With regard to accounting for existing AFV fleet vehicles, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-54 and #1-66.

Response 1-62:
SCAQMD staff has discussed with CARB the availability of funding from the Carl Moyer Program and the MSRC to support implementation of the proposed fleet rules.  Both of these organizations have indicated to the SCAQMD that funding from their programs is available to support rule implementation.  The cost effectiveness of emission reductions for public versus private fleet programs depends on the individual circumstances for that fleet; however, it should be noted that a significant amount of funding from both of these programs has been used to support alternative fuel vehicle operation in public fleets.  SCAQMD staff recognizes that there may be funding shortfalls relative to available funding from sources including these two programs and the amount of funding necessary for rule implementation, and this has been addressed in the PEA.  For additional information on funding sources the commentator is referred to the SCAQMD’s Economic Assessment for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.

Response 1-63:
With regard to regulating private fleets, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-17.  See also responses to comments #1-14 and #1-40.

Response 1-64:
The commentator has misrepresented the information on fuel cells contained on page 3-67 of the Draft PEA.  The discussion simply identifies three possible different sources of hydrogen, which is a very desirable fuel for fuel cells.  The discussion does not indicate either implicitly or explicitly that the three sources of hydrogen are equally likely to be used for future fuel cell technologies.  Based on input from fleet owners that plan to or are currently operating significant numbers of vehicles powered by natural gas, building natural gas infrastructure is a desirable strategy to smoothly transition towards the use of fuel cell technology.  This is because, based on current research and development, natural gas refueling stations can be relatively easily modified to produce hydrogen, which, as already noted, is a very desirable fuel for use in fuel cells.

Response 1-65:
In addition to the fact that clean diesel technologies are not applicable to older vehicles, clean diesel does not qualify as an alternative clean fuel.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.

PR 1191 requires fleets to purchase the cleanest light- and medium duty vehicles being produced by vehicle manufacturers, including gasoline powered vehicles.  Because the cleanest gasoline vehicles are included as compliant vehicles, SCAQMD does not project any cost impact for this proposed rule, nor any driving force for fleets to delay purchases of new vehicles because they may cost more as a result of compliance with this proposed rule.  With regard to Proposed Rule 1192, which primarily affects large transit buses (over 33,000 pounds gross vehicle weight), Federal rules allow up to 83 percent of the capital cost of a new alternative-fuel bus purchase to be funded by the Federal Government, so it is unlikely that the additional costs of alternative fuel buses will result in significant delays in new bus purchases for most transit bus operators.  The analysis in the PEA analyzed indirect air quality impacts from delayed vehicle turnover for some of the smaller transit bus agencies that do not have access to federal funds.  With regard to remaining proposed fleet rules, minor modifications have been made that will allow limited use of gasoline or diesel vehicles to comply with the relevant proposed fleet vehicle rule.  Finally, a number of factors will likely influence whether or not a fleet operator or owner will delay purchasing or replacing vehicles.  One factor to consider to that will likely minimize excess delays in replacing fleet vehicles is the higher maintenance costs associated with using older vehicles as they are operated beyond their normal retirement age, as well as competitive pressures that promote the use of newer vehicles among fleets vying for the same customer base.

Response 1-66:
In general, SCAQMD staff received timely cooperation from government agencies when vehicle fleet population data were requested as part of the rule development effort.  These data were used in the PEA.  The City of Los Angeles was an exception and has only recently provided draft vehicle population information after the Draft PEA was released for public review.  Based on continued refinements of the affected vehicle populations and the emission reduction methodologies, the SCAQMD does not expect that emission reductions estimates for the proposed fleet rules to be overestimated for the all of the fleet vehicle populations in general, although they might have been slightly overestimated specifically for the City of Los Angeles.  With regard to the credit provision in PR 1191 relative to existing alternative-fueled fleet vehicles, the emission credit methodologies are based on the incremental benefit of future alternative-fueled vehicles and not on the operation of present alternative-fuel vehicles.

As indicated in the comment, it appears that the analysis of potential adverse impacts includes another factor that overestimates potential adverse environmental impacts, the overestimation of the City of Los Angeles’ fleet vehicle population.  The commentator is referred to response to comment #1-54 for a discussion of other parameters and assumptions that were used to provide a “worst-case” analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  By providing a “worst-case” analysis of potential adverse impacts, the SCAQMD has provided full disclosure to the public of the adverse environmental effects of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.

Response 1-67:
The commentator’s opinion that the PEA did not include assumptions and methodologies used to calculate emission reduction benefits is incorrect.  As is clearly stated in the text of the section identified by the commentator, the reader is referred to both Chapter 4 and Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA) for a more thorough discussion of how the emission reductions were determined for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA), included as part of the PEA, specifically includes the emission reduction calculation methodologies and assumptions.  Including technical detail of an analysis in an appendix to the main body of the text is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15147, which states in part, “Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an EIR should be avoided through inclusion of supporting information and analyses as appendices to the main body of the EIR.”

In addition, information regarding these calculation procedures has been communicated to City of Los Angeles Environmental staff.  The formulas are based on established guidance that CARB has provided to local air quality districts in determining emission reduction benefits from mobile source control programs, as well as additional input from CARB staff regarding the latest emission factors that should be utilized in these analyses.  The emission reduction methodology did not use speculative assumptions, and a 0.0045 g/bhp-hr NOx emission factor was not used in the emission reduction calculations.  The purpose of the emission reduction calculations is to determine the incremental or surplus emission reductions beyond currently adopted CARB and U.S. EPA rules.  Since surplus emission reductions are being determined, the rationale is unclear with regard to separating emission reductions from one (ARB LEV I/II) out of dozens of California and Federal mobile source emission reduction programs that have been adopted during the past thirty year of regulatory development.

Response 1-68:
The commentator’s opinion that the SCAQMD failed to include rules adopted by CARB and the U.S. EPA is incorrect.  The emission benefit analysis in the PEA incorporated CARB LEV I/II emission standards.  The commentator is referred to responses to comments #1-47, #1-59 and #1-67.  With regard to potential future more stringent heavy-duty engine emission standards, CARB has yet to formally propose these standards, and U.S. EPA just recently (May 17, 2000) proposed more stringent standards.  The emission benefit analysis included in Alternative B of the PEA included SCAQMD assumptions on these emission standards levels for the 2007 model year, based on CARB input.  These assumptions (0.01 g/bhp-hr for PM and 0.2 g/bhp-hr in 2007) are remarkably close to U.S. EPA's recently announced proposal (0.01 g/bhp-hr PM in 2007 and 0.2 g/bhp-hr NOx phased in between 2007 to 2010).

Response 1-69:
With regard to incorporating heavy-duty engine standards adopted by CARB and U.S. EPA, the commentator is referred to response to comments #1-47, #1-59, #1-67, and #1-68.

Response 1-70:
With regard to consideration of CARB’s urban transit bus fleet rule, the commentator is referred to response to comment #1-48.  Moreover, CARB’s staff report states that the alternative fuel path will provide better PM benefits than the diesel path due to higher in-use emissions for diesel.

Response 1-71:
With regard to the uncertainties relative to the SCAQMD’s MATES II study, the commentator is referred to response to comment #1-32.

Response 1-72:
The transportation/circulation section of Chapter 3 is a description of the existing transportation/circulation system in the district prior to implementation of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  An analysis of potential indirect transportation/circulation impacts resulting from increasing VMT resulting from affected heavy-duty fleet vehicles traveling longer distances to AFV refueling stations was conducted in Chapter 4.  Potential transportation/circulation impacts per fueling facility did not exceed the SCAQMD’s significance threshold.

In addition to the analysis of potential transportation/circulation impacts, the PEA includes in Chapter 4 an evaluation of the consistency of the proposed fleet vehicle rules with the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  As indicated in the consistency discussion, some of the goals of the RTP include: enhancing the environment through transportation strategies that minimize impacts on the environment and support new technologies that improve air quality, mobility, etc.; reducing energy consumption through transportation strategies and investments that reduce the region/dependence on traditional fossil fuels, while actively supporting the development and deployment of clean/alternative fuel technologies and the associated transition to clean alternative fuels; etc.  The RTP also includes consideration of the development and implementation of advanced transportation technology strategies and includes the use of zero emission vehicles, alternative clean fuels, etc.

Also included in the RTP consistency discussion were the considerations that the proposed fleet vehicle rules could result in the minor loss of bus service and increasing passenger trips from former bus riders commuting to work.  Compared to other factors and trends affecting regional mobility, these potential effects were concluded to be insignificant.  Based upon these and above considerations and the fact that transportation impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules were concluded to be insignificant, the proposed fleet vehicle rules were determined to be consistent with the RTP.

Response 1-73:
In addition to the public service agencies identified in the existing setting chapter, Chapter 3, “The Proposed Fleet Vehicle Universe” section in Chapter 4 includes a comprehensive description of the existing fleet vehicle universe for all fleet vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules, including those identified by the commentator, refuse collection vehicles, street maintenance and repair, and public transit buses.  For a complete list of the types of vehicles included in the existing universe of fleet vehicles, the commentator is referred to Tables 4-1, 4-2, 4-3 and especially 4-4 in Chapter 4.  Regarding the analysis of public service impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.  Consequently, the commentator’s opinion that the specific types of vehicles identified were excluded from the analysis in the PEA is in error.

Response 1-74:
With regard to the issue of which public agencies constitute responsible agencies relative to the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-1.  With regard to land use and siting issues the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10, #1-13, #1-29, and #1-31.  With regard to preparation of a program CEQA document and intended uses of a program CEQA document, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-1, #1-2 #1-7, and #1-10.

Response 1-75:
AQMD staff acknowledges that there are no methanol or ethanol engines currently for sale in California.  Essentially, this is a business decision that engine manufacturers have made relative to the current and future potential to profit from the sale of these engines.  However, there have been methanol engines certified (approved) by CARB for sale in the recent past, and emission data are available from the certification process to establish methanol equivalency.  With regard to the long term air toxic aspects of methanol fuels, this is not perceived to be an issue since it is not expected that vehicles powered by methanol engines will be sold in the District in the future, based on input from engine manufacturers (from the supply side) and fleets that could use these vehicles (from the demand side), including the City of Los Angeles.

Response 1-76:
This comment incorrectly assumes that clean fuel facilities will be located in residential areas.  Similar to facilities for existing fuels, clean fuel refueling facilities are typically not located in areas that are zoned as residential, but instead they are located in commercial or industrial areas.  As described in Section 4 (pages 4-81 through 4-88) of the Draft PEA, the hazards posed by gaseous clean fuels are generally not significantly greater than those posed by conventional systems.  Moreover, since the vast majority of the clean fuels used will consist of CNG brought in via pipeline, the traffic and hazards caused by tanker trucks potentially passing through or nearby residential neighborhoods are greatly reduced by the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Additional information relative to potential hazards impacts can be found in responses to comments #1-8 and #1-9.  See also responses to comments #1-78, #1-80, and #1-120.

Response 1-77:
With regard to safety issues, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-8 and #1-9.

Response 1-78:
The SCAQMD has reviewed a preliminary version of this document.  The author of the document, Mr. Donald Frazeur, was contacted.  He stated it was in the process of being updated and a request was made to obtain the latest version.  The document prioritizes the fire hazards of responding to natural gas fires and other fuel fires, rating a natural gas fire as more hazardous.  However, this is not the same as concluding that natural gas presents a significantly greater hazard.  The document does not take into account the fact that the natural gas containers are much more rugged than diesel or gasoline tanks and would be less likely to rupture in an accident than a diesel or gasoline tank.  Also, the ignition temperature of natural gas is higher than diesel, and natural gas is lighter than air and disperses (rather than pooling like diesel or gasoline spills do), causing less of a fire risk.

Response 1-79:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA does not adequately address safety and training.  The commentator is referred to the response to comments #1-8 # 1-9, and #1-76.

Response 1-80:
It is unclear what the relevance is of the comparison of a crude oil pipeline with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, except possibly to demonstrate that transport of crude oil is inherently more dangerous than transport of natural gas.  See comment 1-8 and 1-9 regarding emergency services and codes for maintenance facilities.  Maintenance and fueling facilities will most likely be sited at existing diesel maintenance and fueling locations.  All new facilities and modified existing facilities will have to comply with extensive state and local codes.  Increase of shipments of LNG and LPG, which will only constitute a small segment of the clean vehicle universe, will be offset by a reduction in diesel shipments to the facilities and by the shipment of natural gas by pipeline (since the majority of the clean fuel anticipated to be used is CNG) rather than by diesel trucked over the road.  The commentator has not provided any justification for the assumption that alternate fueled vehicles deployed in residential areas are inherently less safe than diesel or gasoline vehicles.  In fact, statistics indicate that these vehicles are as safe in normal operations and sometimes safer in accident situations.  The Natural Gas Vehicle (NGV) Coalition reports in http://www.ngvc.org/safetybulletin.html for 1999 that based on a survey of 8,331 natural gas utility, school municipal and business fleet vehicles (NGVs) that traveled 178.3 million miles that NGV fleet vehicle injury rate was 37 percent lower than the gasoline fleet rate and there were no fatalities compared with 1.28 deaths per hundred million miles for gasoline fleet vehicles.  In the two years prior to the report for 85,000 NGVs operating in the U.S., there had not been a fuel tank rupture.  The U.S. Department of Energy, Clean Cities Fact Sheet, May 2000 states ”there is no evidence that CNG buses pose any greater risk of fire or explosion than diesel buses.”  Similar statements can be made for LNG and LPG.  

Response 1-81:
Waste Management Inc., (Ken Stoddard and Kermit Martin) was contacted to discuss their experience with CNG powered heavy-duty refuse disposal vehicles.  WMI has extensive experience with CNG waste vehicles.  WMI indicated that CNG-powered heavy-duty vehicles have not presented operational risks that are greater than with diesel vehicles. Further, trash fires are very rare and the proposed fleet vehicle rules will not in any way increase the frequencies of such fires.  All trash trucks have fire extinguishers for small fires. The WMI procedure for a truck fire (on either a diesel or CNG vehicle) is to dump the load and move the vehicle away from the fire and extinguish the trash fire.  The City of Santa Monica (Ralph Merced) also has extensive experience with CNG trash trucks and based on that City’s experience since 1995 considers them to be as safe or safer than diesel.  No further assessment is therefore considered necessary.

Response 1-82:
The City requests the SCAQMD to pay for the purchase of portable methane sensors for the City ($342,000) and to pay for emergency personnel training.  The City asserts these are mitigation measures for public health and safety impacts of the proposed rules.  However, feasible mitigation measures are only required for significant adverse environmental impacts of a proposed project.  No significant health and safety impacts were identified in the PEA.

Response 1-83:
The City requests the SCAQMD to require as a mitigation measure increasing California Highway Patrol inspections of vehicles transporting fuels.  The SCAQMD does not have authority to require this measure.  Since the vast majority of the clean fuels used will consist of CNG brought in via pipeline, the traffic and hazards caused by tanker trucks potentially passing through or nearby residential neighborhoods are greatly reduced by the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  As a result, no significant impacts from switching to alternative fuels were identified.  Petroleum fuels also present risks during transport.

Response 1-84:
The commentator requests the SCAQMD to seek funding from natural gas-related businesses to pay for funding mitigation measures necessary to implement the rules.  As noted in responses #1-82 and #1-83, no significant adverse environmental impacts requiring such mitigation have been identified.  However, the SCAQMD has committed some funds pursuant to Health & Safety Code §40448.5 to assist public entities in complying with the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Further, the SCAQMD will work with alternative-fuel providers to encourage mechanisms to ease compliance for affected fleets.

Response 1-85:
The fact that natural gas companies may benefit from the proposed fleet vehicle rules is not an objective of the proposed project nor is it an appropriate criterion used to impose mitigation measures.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15126.4(a)(3), “Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found to be significant.”  Since significant adverse environmental impacts from the operational phase of the project were not identified, mitigation measures are not required.

Response 1-86:
The commentator has either misunderstood or misrepresented the statement in the “Introduction” section of Chapter 4.  The specific sentence says that PR 1191, PR 1192, and PR 1193 are expected to be considered by the SCAQMD Governing Board earlier than the other proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The sentence goes on to say, “[S]ince the potential impacts associated with these three rules are similar to or less than those of the other proposed fleet vehicle rules and related amendments, the following environmental impact analyses [in Chapters 4 and 5] evaluates the total impacts for the entire series of fleet vehicle rules and related amendments [emphasis added].”  This statement in bold clearly states that the environmental analysis covers the entire suite of fleet vehicle rules, including the proposed amendments to Rule 431.2.  Further, review of the environmental impact is clearly predicated upon all of the proposed fleet vehicle rules and related amendments.  Therefore, the commentator’s opinion that the PEA is deficient and needs to be recirculated is without merit.  The commentator is also referred to the responses to comments #1-2 and #1-7 for a discussion on the degree of specificity of the environmental analysis in a program CEQA document.

Response 1-87:
With regard to overestimating the fleet vehicle universe for the City of Los Angeles and excluding existing AFVs from the fleet vehicle universe, the commentator is referred to response to comment #1-66.  See also response to comment #1-54.

Response 1-88:
As clearly stated in Chapter 4 of the PEA, ethanol, methanol, and electricity are the least preferred of the alternative clean fuels that could be used to comply with the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  This is due primarily to their relatively high fuel costs and relatively low net energy efficiency.  Further, the analysis assumed that one percent of heavy-duty vehicles could switch to methanol or ethanol, even this small percentage is not likely for similar reasons, higher cost than other fuels and lower availability and reliability.  Unlike clean diesel technologies, however, ethanol and methanol qualify as an alternative clean fuel, which is why the environmental analysis in Chapter 4 included an analysis of these fuels.  See also response to comment #1-38.

Response 1-89:
As already noted in response to comment #1-16, the SCAQMD's authority over fleets is primarily based on California Health & Safety Code Section 40447.5, which allows the SCAQMD to require fleet operators of 15 or more vehicles to purchase vehicles which are capable of operating on methanol or other equivalently clean burning alternative fuel.  Because of methanol's inherently low particulate matter (PM) emissions when used as a heavy-duty engine application, equivalently clean-burning fuels (including equivalent technologies) have been determined to include compressed natural gas (CNG), LNG, liquefied petroleum gas (LPG), battery-electric, and fuel cells.  These fuels are also consistent with permitted alternative fuels as contained in CARB's recently adopted Urban Bus Fleet Rule.  See also response to comment #1-34.  Nevertheless, the PEA considered the impacts of refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur fuel as well as the use of low sulfur diesel and emission control technologies.

Response 1-90:
The commentator has misunderstood or misrepresented the information on page 4-8.  The specific discussion referred to indicates that it is speculative to consider clean diesel technologies because there currently are no CARB-certified diesel technologies that can meet the methanol equivalency criteria in California Health & Safety Code Section 40447.5.  See also response to comment #1-16.  As indicated in the PEA, it is unlikely that methanol will be used to comply with the proposed fleet vehicle rules for the reasons given in response to comment #1-88.  The difference between methanol and diesel, however, is that methanol is considered to be an alternative clean fuel and the compliance criteria in California Health & Safety Code Section 40447.5 is based on methanol equivalency.  Therefore, although it is unlikely that methanol will be used to any great extent, it is not speculative to consider that it could be used.  It is for this reason that potential adverse environmental impacts from methanol use have been evaluated and to provide full disclosure to the public regarding potential adverse environmental impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Even though potential adverse environmental impacts from the production and use of low sulfur fuel and associated control technologies were analyzed, since diesel does not qualify as an alternative clean fuel and given the uncertainties at this time that it could meet the methanol equivalency criteria, it is uncertain at this time whether or not it will be used to comply with the proposed fleet vehicle rules.

Response 1-91:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that assumptions used to modify the AIChE Table 4-6 produced fundamentally flawed results.  The AIChE table was included to show the relative comparison of alternate and conventional fuels for various performance indices.  The information in the table was not used to assess the potential significance of environmental impacts of the proposed fleet vehicle rules. The table assumes that all of the indices such as fuel cost, vehicle cost, etc., have equal weight when forming an average score.  By including this table, the SCAQMD is not affirming that all these indices have equal weighting.  The only column added to the table was for “diesel”, which was not included in the 1997 AIChE report.  It was included to show how conventional diesel may have ranked if it had been included in the 1997 study using criteria, data, and technology comparable to what was available at that time.  Responses to comments #1-92 through #1-96 below will address specific comments in more detail.

Response 1-92:
The commentator states that basing green house gas emissions on the equivalent heating value of gasoline ignores the inherent efficiency of diesel engines ….” and concludes for diesel fuel… “that much more work is accomplished while consuming less carbon based fuel.  This results in lower CO2 emissions per vehicle mile traveled compared to alternative fueled vehicles.”  This conclusion neglects the life cycle emissions associated with diesel.  The production of diesel fuel is a more energy intensive process than for CNG.  In Appendix A of the AIChE analysis, the authors considered life cycle emissions for greenhouse gases for each of the alternates when developing their relative comparisons in the table, so a similar correction has to be made when considering diesel.  Several publications indicate that CNG vehicles have greenhouse gas emissions that are less than diesel when compared on a life cycle basis.  This conclusion was recently confirmed by the U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency, Clean Cities Fact Sheet (May 2000) in a comparison of CNG and diesel buses which stated that even including methane emissions (20 times stronger than CO2) that might be emitted during refueling “CNG buses appear to have total greenhouse gas emissions that are very similar to, if not slightly better than, diesel buses despite emitting higher levels of methane.”

Response 1-93:
The table from the 1997 AIChE study that was cited by the SCAQMD includes a column for RFG based on data that were available at that time.  The performance indices in the table for the RFG and conventional gasoline are the same except for non-greenhouse gas emissions.  The relative comparisons among RFG and the other alternatives would not be significantly different if RFG was included instead of other types of gasoline.

Response 1-94:
The table modification was not based on CARB diesel. No emerging control technologies were considered in the AIChE study for any of the alternate fuels.  The table was not a comparison of control technologies, but a comparison of the inherent characteristics of the fuels listed.  For this reason, particulate traps were not included.

Response 1-95:
The AIChE methodology is explained in their report “Alternative Transportation Fuels: A Comparative Analysis”, American Institute of Chemical Engineers, September 1997.  The methodology used to determine each index in Table 4-6 of the proposed fleet vehicle rules can be found in the footnotes to the table and in the report text on page 4-9 and 4-10.  Regarding greenhouse gas comparisons, the commentator is referred to the responses to comment #1-92.

Response 1-96:
Diesel vehicle cost was estimated to be slightly higher than an equivalent gasoline powered vehicle based on a sampling of vehicle prices that have both diesel and gasoline options. (Gasoline options are not available for some heavy-duty fleet vehicles).  For table 4.6, an equivalent diesel vehicle was assumed to be approximately 2.5 percent more than an equivalent gasoline vehicle, which made the diesel vehicle cost index slightly less favorable than gasoline (4.9 out of a maximum score of 5 for gasoline).  A cost index score of 4.9 on this table indicates that an equivalent diesel vehicle cost is more than a gasoline vehicle, is comparable with methanol and ethanol vehicle conversions (which also had a score of 4.9) and is less than CNG, LNG and electric. The AIChE study assigned a 5 to the best incremental vehicle cost (gasoline) and a 1 to the worst incremental cost (electric vehicles) and interpolated in between for the other alternates to get a score between 1 and 5. The methodology is explained in their report that was referenced above and is summarized in the Chapter 4 section entitled “Comparison of Conventional Fuels to Alternative Clean Fuels.”

Response 1-97:
With regard to the commentator’s opinion that the emission benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules identified in Table 4-7 have been overestimated, the commentator is referred to responses to comments #1-47, #1-58, and #1-66.

Response 1-98:
Regarding the specificity of the environmental analysis, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-2 and #1-7.  With regard to accounting for CARB and U.S. EPA standards for heavy-duty vehicles, the commentator is referred to responses to comments #1-47, #1-59, #1-60, and #1-68.

Response 1-99:
The toxic risk analysis includes diesel and natural gas powered vehicles to illustrate the potential relative toxic risks of corresponding vehicles powered by these two fuels.  These two fuels were chosen because staff expects the primary toxic benefits from the proposed implementation of the fleet rules will result from the use of natural gas powered heavy-duty vehicles instead of diesel powered vehicles.  It should be noted that the commercial availability of natural gas engines/vehicles dominates the universe of potentially available heavy-duty engines powered by other alternative fuels such as LPG, methanol and ethanol.

Response 1-100:
Available data already suggest substantial toxic risk reductions through the use of alternative fuels (see response to comment #1-99).  If alternative fuel vehicles eventually constitute a significant percentage of on-road vehicles, then it would be appropriate to conduct modeling similar to that conducted in the MATES II programs to assess the overall toxic risk reduction in ambient air through the use of alternative fuel vehicles.  The commentator is referred to the SCAQMD’s Economic Assessment document for the proposed fleet vehicle rules for a discussion of costs.

Response 1-101:
With regard to the comparison of fuels in Table 4-9, the commentator is referred to response to comment #1-99.  The risk reductions are based on engine emission levels, based on input from CARB staff, using adopted emission standards for diesel powered engines and corresponding emission levels for engines operating on alternative fuels (i.e., natural gas).  SCAQMD staff is unaware of a specific emission level that can be assigned to “clean diesel.”  SCAQMD staff is developing toxic risk analyses for heavy-duty vehicles on a rule by rule basis.  Including the individual benefits of each individual rule in the PEA will not change any of the conclusions in the PEA or trigger any other criteria that would require recirculation of the PEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15088.5.

Response 1-102:
The staff report does not assume that existing facilities will be replaced.  It does assume that in most cases, sufficient land will be available at current fleet yards to incorporate additional CNG hardware.  If additional land was needed, on average a 50’ x 100’ parcel would accommodate a NG refueling facility.  At $50 per square feet, and at a transaction cost of six percent, the cost per mile for a fleet of 100 trucks would be less than 0.3 cents per mile.  Given this small magnitude of cost, the staff estimate is a reasonable first-order estimate of the capital costs involved in CNG vehicle refueling.
Response 1-103:
With regard to the consideration that methanol may or may not be used as an alternative clean fuel to comply with the provisions of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-38, #1-88, and #1-90.

Response 1-104:
With regard to consideration of clean diesel and associated control technologies, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  Regarding the rationale for amending Rule 431.2, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-56.

Response 1-105:
As noted in response to comment #1-16, as a result of input received from the proposed fleet vehicle public workshops and working group meetings, several of the proposed rules have been modified to allow greater use of diesel vehicles including the rules regulating refuse haulers (PR1193) and street sweepers (PR 1186.1).  

PR 1193 has been modified to allow, prior to July 1, 2002, replacement refuse trucks to consist of trucks with CARB-certified dual fuel engines.  Dual fuel engines operate on both natural gas and diesel fuel simultaneously.  The majority of the fuel burned is natural gas.  Diesel fuel is used as the ignition source under the heat of compression.  Dual-fueled vehicles can operate on 100 percent diesel fuel under certain operating conditions.

PR 1186.1 has been further clarified to include a technical infeasibility criteria and procedures provision, which is a demonstration by a fleet owner or operator that it is technically infeasible to comply with the provisions of the rule requiring replacement of street sweepers with alternative fueled-sweepers because such sweepers are not commercially available for the specified application.  A technical infeasibility finding can also be made if an AFV refueling station is not available within five miles of the vehicle storage or maintenance yards.  

To the extent that greater use of diesel-fueled vehicles is allowed for complying with the proposed fleet vehicle rules a slight reduction in impacts could occur because there would be a minor reduction in the number of alternative fuel refueling stations that would need to be built.  These modifications are not considered to be significant modifications to the proposed project requiring recirculation of the Draft PEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 because no new significant adverse impacts would result; a substantial increase to the severity of an impact will not occur; etc.

Response 1-106:
Appropriate planning of fleet vehicle routes can minimize or eliminate the need for additional trips for refueling created by the potential seven to eight percent reduction in range of alternative fueled vehicles.  However, the PEA’s analysis of increased VMT and emissions associated with centralized refueling in the Indirect Impacts section of Chapter 4 conservatively assumed that all heavy-duty fleet vehicles subject to the proposed fleet vehicle rules, except transit buses, would travel an additional five miles to refuel.  Since many fleet operators are anticipated to install alternative fuel refueling facilities at their existing refueling sites, this assumption is conservative and the resulting estimated emissions would more than account for additional emissions caused by more frequent refueling by a portion of the fleet vehicles.

The SCAQMD disagrees that additional alternative fueled vehicles will necessarily be required to maintain the same level of service as conventionally fueled vehicles, as described in response to comment #1-50.  However, as noted in response to comment #1-52, the SCAQMD has estimated the increased emissions associated with an eight percent increase in VMT for CNG-fueled refuse collection trucks, caused by a reduced payload, and concluded that the emission reductions from the conversion of these vehicles to alternative fuels will exceed the emission increases caused by the additional VMT.

Response 1-107:
The SCAQMD performed a conservative evaluation of emissions associated with the increase in VMT resulting from centralized refueling and reduced payload of trash trucks in the Final PEA as discussed under response to comment #1-106.

Response 1-108:
In response to the comment submitted by the City of Los Angeles, the SCAQMD has revised the analysis presented in Table 4-17 to account for the lower fuel efficiencies cited in the comment.  The results are presented in the operational air quality impacts section of Chapter 4 and in Appendix F of the PEA.  The effect of the revision is to increase the estimated number of additional district-wide fuel delivery trips from four trips per day to eight trips per day by 2010, with estimated CO, VOC, NOX and PM10 emissions of 13, two, 16 and 33 pounds per day, respectively.  These higher emission estimates do not trigger the significance thresholds of the PEA and have been incorporated into a revised net air quality benefits analysis presented in Chapter 4 and Appendix F of the PEA.

Response 1-109:
The commentator’s opinion that emissions from ICEs used to operate compressor engines at CNG refueling stations should be accounted for in the analysis is inconsistent with CEQA guidelines section §15064(h), which states, “Except as otherwise required by Section 15065, a change in the environment is not a significant effect if the change complies with a standard that meets the definition in subsection (h)(3).”  For the purposes of this subsection a "standard" means a standard of general application that is all of the following:

(A)
A quantitative, qualitative or performance requirement found in a statute, ordinance, resolution, rule, regulation, order, or other standard of general application;

(B)
Adopted for the purpose of environmental protection;

(C)
Adopted by a public agency through a public review process to implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered by the public agency;

(D)
One that governs the same environmental effect which the change in the environment is impacting; and,

(E)
One that governs within the jurisdiction where the project is located.

Consistent with the above CEQA guidance, emissions from compressor engines were not included in the analysis of air quality impacts because there is a presumption of insignificance if emissions from a source comply with an air quality rule or regulation.  ICEs in the district are regulated by one of the following: to SCAQMD Regulation XIII, SCAQMD 1110.2 or the statewide registration program (see SCAQMD Rule 2100).

Response 1-110:
The SCAQMD is unaware of a specific emission standard level that could be assigned to “clean diesel.”  CARB and U.S. EPA set emission standards for vehicles/engines and allow the manufacturers the flexibility to use appropriate emission control technology to achieve these emission standard levels.  CARB and U.S. EPA also specify fuel specifications as well; some of these specifications are established to facilitate the effectiveness of the emission control technology expected to be used on the corresponding engine/vehicles.  With regard to clean diesel, based on CARB’s recently adopted Urban Bus Fleet Rule, a 0.01 g/bhp PM standard applicable to diesel bus engines beginning in October 2002 is expected to require the use of a particulate filter and low-sulfur diesel (possibly the “clean diesel” referred to by the commentator).  The use of low-sulfur diesel alone (i.e., without associated control technologies such as particulate traps) is not generally considered relevant in the context of meeting this emission standard level.  It should be noted that the U.S. EPA has recently proposed this 0.01 g/bhp-hr PM emission standard level for all heavy-duty engines beginning in 2007.  Again, it is expected that both low-sulfur diesel and particulate filter technology will be needed for compliance with this emission standard level.

Response 1-111:
In this comment the commentator incorrectly assumes that by citing CEQA Guidelines §15131 the SCAQMD has not evaluated potential economic impacts that result in physical changes to the environment.  Indeed the text referenced by the commentator is the introductory discussion of the “Indirect Air Quality Effects” section, which specifically includes analyses of economic impacts generating secondary or indirect air quality impacts.  In particular the commentator is referred to the subsections entitled “Loss of Service,” “Longer Fleet Turnover Rate,” and “Centralized Refueling.”  No other indirect impacts result from economic effects anticipated to be caused by the proposed fleet vehicle rules were identified.  

Response 1-112:
The SCAQMD disagrees that reduced payload and range capabilities of alternative fueled vehicles will result in additional refueling trips, as discussed in response to comment #1-106.  Additionally, as further discussed in response to comment #1-106, the assumption made by the SCAQMD in the analysis of the impacts of centralized refueling that all heavy-duty vehicles subject to the proposed fleet vehicle rules except urban transit buses will utilize centralized refueling is highly conservative.  Therefore, the analysis of the impacts from centralized refueling contained in the PEA accounts for additional refueling trips that may be required.

Response 1-113:
Both the benefits and the impacts on air quality of the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been analyzed and presented in the PEA.  The CO emission reductions from the proposed rules and related amendments and increases from direct and indirect construction and operational impacts have been evaluated to the extent that reliable emission factors are available. The methods used to estimate the emission reductions from the proposed fleet vehicle rules are presented in Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA) of the PEA, and the methods used to estimate the air quality impacts resulting from the proposed rules are presented in Appendix F.

Response 1-114:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the analysis of impacts and benefits in the PEA is incomplete, contains incorrect information, and the conclusions regarding insignificant cumulative impacts are unsupported by the analysis.  As noted in prior responses, the commentator has misunderstood the information in the PEA, misrepresented the information in the PEA, overlooked crucial information supporting the analyses being criticized, and mischaracterized CEQA requirements to support flawed opinions.  As noted several times in previous comments, the degree of specificity of the environmental analysis in the PEA is consistent with the degree of specificity of the project under consideration (CEQA Guidelines 15146).  See also responses to comments #1-2 and #1-7.  Without additional detail as to why the commentator feels the cumulative impacts analyses are deficient, it is difficult to provide a more detailed response.

The PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules has been prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information that enables them to make a decision, which intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.  The evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project have been as exhaustive as possible in light of what is reasonably feasible analyze.  The SCAQMD understands that the City of Los Angeles may disagree with parts of the analysis or conclusions, but the opinions expressed by the commentator have not, in general, been supported by any factual data or other information.  Further disagreement with the information contained in a CEQA document does not make an EIR inadequate.  The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.  The PEA prepared for the proposed fleet vehicle rules has been prepared consistent with the goals identified by the courts.

Since the commentator does not specifically define the terms identified here that are used in this comment, it is assumed here that the commentator’s statement that the PEA does not address the potential duplicative impacts of other regulations, policies, and programs refers to CARB’s urban transit bus fleet rule; the consent decree between heavy-duty engine manufacturers and U.S. EPA; and the heavy-duty engine standards recently proposed by U.S. EPA.  The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-47, #1-60, and #1-68.

Response 1-115:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that local traffic congestion will increase in the vicinity of refueling locations.  As discussed in response to comment #1-106, the SCAQMD does not agree that additional refueling trips will necessarily be required for alternative-fueled vehicles.  Additionally, as presented in the indirect transportation/circulation section of Chapter 4 of the PEA, the SCAQMD evaluated the average increase in daily refueling trips that would occur if all heavy-duty fleet vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules, except transit buses, traveled to centralized refueling sites.  The analysis concluded that an average of 40 refueling trips would be made each day by heavy-duty vehicles to each site, which is far below the significance criterion of 350 trips per site. Based on this estimate, the number of refueling trips made by heavy-duty vehicles subject to the proposed fleet vehicle rules would have to increase by a factor of seven to exceed the significance criterion.  Therefore, the SCAQMD does not anticipate that the proposed fleet vehicle rules will cause significant transportation/circulation impacts.

Response 1-116:
Regarding the cumulative impact conclusions, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-114.

Response 1-117:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA did not adequately address public services relative to refuse vehicles.  Please see responses to comments #1-50, #1-52, and #1-115

Response 1-118:
According to Sempra Energy, the Northridge earthquake resulted in isolated service outages in areas there were generally closest to the earthquake epicenter.  It should be noted that, in the event of an earthquake of a magnitude similar to the Northridge earthquake, natural gas would still be available in large segments of the pipeline system and no widespread power outages would occur.  Sempra Energy has recommended in public meetings that mutual assistance agreements be established between cities.  These agreements would ensure that each city would have a source of natural gas in the event of a gas outage.

Response 1-119:
Regarding the cumulative impact conclusions, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-114.

Response 1-120:
The commentator has not provided any justification for the assumption that alternate fueled vehicles are inherently less safe than diesel or gasoline vehicles.  In fact, statistics indicate that these vehicles are as safe in normal operations and sometimes safer in accident situations.  The Natural Gas Vehicle (NGV) Coalition reports in a 1999 report, http://www.ngvc.org/safetybulletin.html , that based on a survey of 8,331 natural gas utility, school municipal and business fleet vehicles (NGVs) that traveled 178.3 million miles that NGV fleet vehicle injury rate was 37 percent lower than the gasoline fleet rate, there were no fatalities compared with 1.28 deaths per hundred million miles for gasoline fleet vehicles.  In the two years prior to the report for 85,000 NGVs operating in the US, there had not been a fuel tank rupture. The Department of Energy, Clean Cities Fact Sheet, May 2000 states “there is no evidence that CNG buses pose any greater risk of fire or explosion than diesel buses.”  Locally, several organizations were interviewed to assess their operational experience with alternative clean fuels.  These include specific Southern California entities such as: Waste Management Industries with 30 CNG heavy duty trash trucks and 70 diesels; the City of Santa Monica with 200 CNG and LPG vehicles of which 32 are heavy duty trash vehicles; GTE with several hundred CNG vehicles; the City of Cypress that has operated an assortment of LPG vehicles for 20 years; and, the City of Oxnard with 35 transit buses.  None of these users have experienced any safety issues such as fires or explosions due to the alternate fuels over a time period ranging from four to twenty years of operation.  The commentator is also referred to the responses to comments #1-8, #1-9, and #1-76.

Response 1-121:
Regarding the cumulative impact conclusions, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-114.

Response 1-122:
The commentator has misunderstood the analysis of potential future uses of methanol.  Further, based on this and prior comments it appears that the commentator objects to including an analysis of potential methanol impacts in the PEA.  The proposed fleet vehicle rules do not require methanol to be used.  As noted in responses to comments #1-33, #1-88, and #1-90, methanol could be used because by definition it is an alternative clean fuel.  To exclude an analysis of potential environmental impacts from the use of methanol, would not provide full disclosure of potential impacts from the proposed project that can be identified and would not be fully consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15121, which states in part that a CEQA document, “…is an informational document which will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of a project,…”

Response 1-123:
The page referenced by the commentator is from the “Direct Air Quality Effects” section in Chapter 4 of the PEA, not from the “Energy/Mineral Resources” analysis in Chapter 4.   The PEA considered the impacts of energy use for compressor stations in the “Operation-related Impacts” subsection of the “Energy/Mineral Resources” section in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  The commentator is, therefore, referred to this subsection.

Response 1-124:
Regarding the cumulative impact conclusions, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-114.

Response 1-125:
With regard to the LAFD white paper, the commentator is referred to response to comment #1-78.  The commentator has not provided any justification for the assumption that alternate fueled vehicles are inherently less safe than diesel or gasoline vehicles or have greater toxic and fire/explosion hazards.  Refer also to the response to comment #1-120 above concerning safety.  The risk of fire and explosion has to be considered along with the probabilities of such occurrences.  The natural gas systems have more rugged tanks and are less likely to rupture in an accident.  Before individual fueling facilities are permitted, incremental risk estimates will have to be performed. LNG, LPG and CNG have different handling problems than gasoline or diesel and require certain precautions, but that does not preclude their viability as alternative fuels.  NFPA codes govern maintenance and fuel systems.  LPG, LNG and CNG are not toxic, as claimed, whereas diesel is.  CNG does not pool when released and LPG, LNG vaporize rapidly avoiding the potential for extensive soil contamination when spilled.  The commentator is also referred to the responses to comments #1-8 , #1-9, and #1-76.

Response 1-126:
Regarding the cumulative impact conclusions, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-114.

Response 1-127:
With regard to potential land use and zoning impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10, 1-13, #1-29, and #1-31.  With regard to what public agencies constitute a responsible agency relative to the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-1 and #1-2.

Response 1-128:
With regard to the general requirements related to project alternatives the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-14.  With regard to a voluntary incentive-based alternative, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-15 and #1-47.

Response 1-129:
With regard to a fuel neutral alternative, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-16.  See also response to comment #1-14.  With regard to a definition of methanol equivalency, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34.

Response 1-130:
With regard to consideration of an alternative that would regulate all fleets, public and private, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-1-17.  See also responses to comments #1-14 and #1-40..

Response 1-131:
With regard to the commentator’s opinion regarding the deficiencies of the No Project Alternative, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-59, #1-60, #1-69 and #1-98.

Response 1-132:
The benefits of all the proposed fleet rules are based on the new purchase of vehicles that are emitting are lower levels than would have occurred otherwise in the absence of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  These lower emitting vehicles, purchased in a particular year, continue to operate in succeeding years and thus the emission benefits accumulate over the years as additional low-emitting vehicles are purchased by affected fleets.  It is not expected that new lower emitting vehicles would only operate and produce emission benefits for one year after their purchase.  The commentator is also referred to the responses to comments #1-66 and #1-67.

Response 1-133:
The use of a 0.0045 g/bhp-hr PM emission factor was based on CARB input relative to expected in-use PM emission levels from natural gas heavy-duty engines.  The SCAQMD has recently received additional input from CARB for expected PM emission levels from natural gas-powered heavy-duty engines, including urban bus engines.  These emission factors will be used to refine the emission benefit analysis.  The commentator is also referred to the responses to comments #1-66 and #1-67.

Response 1-134:
The emission benefit assumptions for alternative-fuel engines are based on CARB input relative to appropriate NOx and PM emission factors for diesel heavy-duty engines and corresponding alternative-fuel engines.  These emission factors are based on emission standards and the expected in-use emissions of these engines.  The commentator is also referred to responses to comments #1-132 and #1-133.

Response 1-135:
As discussed in response 1-108, the SCAQMD has revised the analysis of increased fuel delivery trips using lower fuel efficiencies and incorporated the results into a revised net air quality benefits analysis presented in Chapter 4 and Appendix F of the PEA.

Response 1-136:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinions that the environmental analysis in the PEA in general, and Appendix F in particular are inadequate.  Responses to comments #1-1 through #1-135 rebut the commentator’s opinions regarding any deficiencies in the environmental analyses contained in the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  All SCAQMD responses to the commentator’s opinions are supported by facts, data, or other information, which support the conclusions reached in the PEA.

Response 1-137:
This is a list of references for consideration by the SCAQMD.  No specific response is necessary.

Response 1-138:
This is a list of documents cited in specific comments provided by the commentator.  Responses to comments containing these documents have been prepared and no further comment is necessary.
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. Darren Stroud
Offce of Planning and Policy

South Coast Air Quaity Management Distriot
21865 East Copley Diive

Diamond Bar, California 917654132

Dear r. Stroud,

1 am writng in response to the Notice of Completion of  Oraft Program Environmental
Assessment for the Proposed Fleat Vehicls Rules and Refated Amendments, dated
March 8, 2000. Thank you for the opporturity to comiment on the Draft Program
Environrenial Assessment (PEA).

Itis our undsrstanding that the Draft PEA s intended to generally address the impacts
‘associated with six proposed vahicke flet ulos and amendments to axisting South
Coast Air Quality Management Distrct (District) Rula 1136.1, Alterative Fuel Sweepers
and Rule 4312, Sulfur Content of Liquid Fuels. Itis also our understanding that the
District may elect to forego further environmental assessments required under the.
Califarnia Environmental Quaiity Act (CEQA), o specific proposed fiest rules or
praposed amendments to Rules 1186.1 or 431.2, i & determines that the impacts from &
Specific rute are included vathin the impacts identified in the PEA. At present, drait rule
language is available for only Proposed Ruls (PR) 1191, Clean On-Road Light and
Medium-Duty Public Fleet Vericles, PR 1182, Clean On-Road Transit Buses, and
Propased Amended Rulo (PAR) 1133, Waste Haulers. In addition, we understand that
the District has not yet released its socio-economic impact analyses for thes proposed
rules.

Type of Environmental Assessment Prepared.

The PEA notes hat “pursuant to CEGA Guidelines section 15185(a), @ PEA s an
Environmental Assessmant (EA) which may be prapared on a series of actions that can
be characterized as ane large project and ere related either: (1) geographically, {2} fas]
togical paris in the chain of contemplated actions, (3} in connestion with the issuance of
nules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of & contimuing
program, or (4) 26 individual actviies carrisd out under the same authorizing stalutory
ar regulatory authority and aving generally similar environmental effects which can be
mitigated in similar ways.

Galfornia Environmental Protection Agency
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We conur that a PEA provides 2 useful and appropriate platform for evaluating the
environmental impacts of PRs 1181, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1196, 1196, and 1136.1. As
described by ihe Distrit, cach of hase proposed rules would require govemment
enfitios to acquire alternative-fusled vehicies when adding or repiacing fieet vehicles. It
is licely that many of these fules wil result in shared infrastructure rieeds. Moreover,
fhe Distictcan pursue each of these rules pursuant (o the authority granted in Healh
and Safoty Gods (HSC) secfion 40447 5(a). This abservation does not preclude the
posslsiily hat supplemental envirenmental impact assessments may be warranted or
needed for one or more speciic proposed rules

However, we believe that a separate EA would be needed for PAR 431.2, Sulfur
Content n Diesel Fuels. First, we believe that PAR 431.2 cannot be addressed s part
of the fleet rules program because & is not part of the fleet rule authority granted the-
District under HSG 404475, The District’s aulharity to specify the composition of diesel
fuel offered for sale in the Air Basin is contingant on approval by the Air Resources
Board (ARB) (HSC 40447.6), and therefore is very different fram the flest rule authority
in HSC 40447.5. I addition, PAR 431.2 could have a different range of impacts, 28 it
would affect al diesel vehicles and not just those in government fleets. Finally, the PEA
as currently structured, does not allow an agsessment of the impacts, including the air
quality benefits, attributable solely to PAR 431.2.

ARB Chairman, Dr. Alan Lioyd, in s March 16, 2000 leter to Distrct Chairman,

Dr. Wiliam Burke, discussed ol reasons for supporting revisions to the nationai diesel
fuel standard. As his letier notes, broad applicabilty reduces implementation problems
and provides greater emission benefits. If the District s Infent on pursuing amendments
1o Rule 431.2, 1 would recommend that you contact ARB's Stationary Source Division to
discuss the extensive environmental and socic-conomic impact analyses, as well as
the fuel availabilty evaluations needed for such a proposal. We are also feviewing
whelher ARB's approval of PAR 431.2 woukl be subject {o review by the Calffomia
Environmentat Policy Council under Senate Bill 529 (Bowen, Chapter 99-513). Finaly,
please note that under the federal Glean A Act, California is authorized to enac dlean
altemative-fuel requirements only as part of the State lmplementation Plan (SIP),
‘Accordingly, i the Distrct adopts PAR 431.2 and ARB approves the proposed changes,
the resulting rule would have o bo submilted as a SIP revision.

Assessment of Alteratives

Alternative A; We recammend that the PEA acknowledge the diess! emission reduction
efforts that are undenway at both the State and federal level. Dr. Lloyd referred to
ARB's diesel emission reduction efforts in the letter mentioned previously. As Dr. Lioyd
noted, the ARB convened a mult-stakeholder group in 1998 to develop 2
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comprehensive diesel particulate matter (PM) reduction plan. A draft plan wil be
roleased this spring and will be brought before our Board in September. We also
expect that the U. 5. Emironmental Protsction Agency {U.S. EPA) would soon be
considering the adoption of a national low-sulfur fuel standard.

We recognize that these Inifiatives cannot be quantified at this point and are not
Gonsidered part of the "baselne” for EA purposes. Nonethsless, it s kel that botn
ARB and U.S, EPA wil have significant diesel PH reduction measurss in effect by 2010
that would provide additional diesel PM reductions. The final PEA shouid address these
iniiatives as part of the 'no project” alernative.

Alternative B: The final PEA should reflect ARB's Urban Transit Bus Fleet Rule as
‘adopted on February 24, 2000.

Proposed Projact The remaining comments are fimitad to an evaluation of the existing
‘and anicipated altemative-fuel infrastructure; availabiliy of altemative-fuels to meet the
Distrit's anticipated demand, and the availabiliy of fight and medium-duty vehicles.
(LDVAMDY) to meet the purchase requirements of the proposed flest vehicle:
requirements.

In identifying the numbier of LDV/AMDY tht will utize altemative-fuels s a result of the:
praposed rules, the District has accurately estimated that the majority (96.5%) of these
Vehicles will be gasoline-powered vehictes cerlfied to the fow-erission vehicte (LEV)
standards. As a resuit the number of ciean-fueled vehidles that wil be purchased by
flsets to comply with the proposed rules will be relatively small. The PEA appears {0 be
‘accurately charscterizing potential fuel and vehicle costs, and e availabilty of
sltemafive-fuels to mest flest vehicle purchase demands, However, the PEA appoars
o overostimate the nfrasiruciure need estimatss because it doss notfactor in fhe
excess capacity in the existing lterative-fuel infastructure. Existing alternative-fust
facilties generally dispense either compressed natural gas (GNG) or liquefied petroleum
gas (LPG) for flest use and are particularly suited lo mest some of the anticipated
increase in dermand.

The PEA indicates that methanol and fiquefied natural gas (LNG) vehicles wil be
available to meet some portion of the LDV/MDV fiest purchasing requirements. We are
not aware of any pians to manufactura vehicles capabls of aperating on sithes methand!
orLNG.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this program assessment. Please contack
Ms. Sylvia Oey, Distrct Liaisan, at (916) 322-6110, if you have any questions
carioerning our comments. Plaase contact Mr. Dean Simeroth, Chief, Criteria Pollutants
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Branch, to discuss the environmental and sacio-econorric impact analyses
requirements associated with a fuel standard revision. Mr. Simeroth can be resched at
(916) 322-6020.

Sincerely,

e

Hichael P. Kenny,
Executive Officer

o Dr. Bany Wallerstein
South Coast Air Qualty Management District
21886 East Copley Avenue
Diamond Bar, California 91765-4182




Comment Letter 2:
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD

Response 2-1:
First it should be noted that PR 1186.1 is a new rule, not an amendment to an existing rule.  Regarding the type of CEQA prepared for the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the SCAQMD prepared a program environmental assessment (PEA), in part, because the proposed fleet vehicle rules constitute rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria that govern the conduct of a continuing program (CEQA Guidelines §15168(a)(3)).  Subsequent activities in the program must be analyzed in light of the program CEQA document to determine whether an additional environmental document must be prepared.  Through the PEA the SCAQMD has identified all potential adverse environmental impacts generated by the proposed project to the extent that these impacts can be foreseen and given the detail of the project itself.

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that the degree of specificity required in a CEQA document depends on the type of project being proposed (CEQA Guidelines §15146).  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document for projects, such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as detailed as the analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a result, the Draft PEA analyzes impacts of a regulatory program with a degree of specificity commensurate with the degree of specificity of the entire proposed fleet vehicle program.

The CEQA Guidelines recognize that, because a program CEQA document analyzes impacts from a project consisting of basic or broad policy considerations, projects that follow may require site-specific operations.  For any projects that follow, a lead agency can use the PEA as the basis of the environmental analysis for the project.  If impacts from the site-specific project are within the scope of the program CEQA document, no further environmental documents would be required (CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)).  If impacts not analyzed in the PEA are identified during the promulgation process for subsequent rules, additional environmental analyses will be prepared.

The project descriptions in Chapter 2 of the PEA provide a description for each proposed fleet vehicle rule that is sufficient in detail to allow meaningful analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts.  In addition to draft rule language being available for PR 1191, 1192, and 1193, draft rule language is available for PR 1186.1 and 1194.

Response 2-2:
The Draft Economic Assessment was released to the public on April 25, 2000.

Response 2-3:
It should be noted that PR 1191, which regulates light- and medium-duty fleet vehicles, does not require replacement vehicles to consist of alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs).  Instead, PR 1191 requires replacement vehicles to consist of CARB-certified LEVs or cleaner vehicles including ULEVs and SULEVs.  These vehicles operate on currently available reformulated gasoline.  Fleet owners or operators can also replace fleet vehicles AFVs. 

PR 1193 has been modified to allow, prior to July 1, 2002, replacement refuse trucks to consist of trucks with CARB-certified duel fuel engines.  

Similarly, since the initial concept for PR 1194 was released as part of the Draft PEA, it has been modified to allow replacement taxi or shuttle service fleet vehicles operating out of local airports to consist of CARB-certified ULEVs, SULEVs, or ZEVs.  As already noted, ULEVs and SULEVs can operate on currently available reformulated gasoline.  Courtesy shuttles operating to and from local airports would still be required to replace fleet vehicles with AFVs when buying new or replacing old fleet vehicles.

PR 1186.1 has been further clarified to include a technical infeasibility criteria and procedures provision, which is a demonstration by a fleet owner or operator that it is technically infeasible to comply with the provisions of the rule requiring replacement of street sweepers with alternative fueled-sweepers because such sweepers are not commercially available for the specified application.  A technical infeasibility can also be made if an AFV refueling station is not available within five miles of the vehicle storage or maintenance yards.  

Finally, as noted in response to comment #2-1, if impacts not analyzed in the PEA are identified during the promulgation process for subsequent rules, additional environmental analyses will be prepared.

Response 2-4:
The SCAQMD is aware that the enabling legislation allowing the SCAQMD to regulate vehicle fleets does not include authority to establish fuel specifications for diesel fuel.  The SCAQMD further understands that its authority to establish fuel specifications for diesel fuel is subject to approval by CARB (H&SC §40447.6).  The SCAQMD does not believe these statutory differences with respect to authority have any effect on the appropriate CEQA document or the CEQA analysis.  PAR 431.2 is appropriately part of the PEA because it allows cleaner vehicles for those fleet vehicles that are not alternative-fueled.

The PEA provides a comprehensive analysis of potential adverse impacts at Basin refineries that would need to make refinery modifications enabling them to produce low sulfur fuel.  The PEA assumes that all diesel fuel at the affected refineries would be low sulfur diesel and, therefore, fully analyzed all potential environmental impacts from PAR 431.2  It should be noted that the SCAQMD has extensive experience as a CEQA lead agency for refinery modification projects.

The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that the PEA does not allow assessment of potential adverse environmental impacts resulting from amending rule 431.2 to require low sulfur diesel.  The PEA includes a comprehensive analysis of potential environmental impacts from amending rule 431.2 as described in the following paragraphs.

To estimate the potential “worst-case” air quality impacts with refinery modifications associated with the proposed project, the SCAQMD utilized the air quality impacts analysis contained in the Final EIR for the Mobil Torrance Refinery Reformulated Fuels Project (SCAQMD, 1994).  The Mobil EIR comprehensively analyzed the environmental impacts associated with refinery modifications necessary to enable Mobil to produce gasoline that complied with federal and CARB reformulated gasoline (RFG II) regulations.  However, the scope of the modifications analyzed in the Mobil EIR are much more extensive than the modifications expected by affected refineries that would be required to produce PAR 431.2 compliant low sulfur diesel fuel.  In the Mobil EIR, not only were modifications needed to produce lower sulfur gasoline, but extensive modifications where necessary to enable Mobil to produce gasoline with lower benzene content, lower Reid vapor pressure, lower olefin content, lower T-90, etc.  Thus, the Mobil Refinery had to essentially modify major portions of its whole refining process in order to comply with the RFG II regulations.

In the context of the proposed project, the SCAQMD does not expect that affected refineries will have to modify their existing refining processes to the extent that Mobil had to for its Reformulated Fuels Project.  However, the SCAQMD expects that some of the types of construction activities that occurred for the Mobil Refinery Reformulated Fuels Project would be similar to those required to low sulfur fuels that meet the requirements of PAR 431.2.

In order to estimate the construction impacts associated with refinery modifications, the SCAQMD assumed that peak daily construction emissions during modification of a refinery to comply with PAR 431.2 would be about 25 percent of the peak daily construction emissions that were estimated for the Mobil reformulated fuels project.  The SCAQMD also assumed that the six largest refineries (e.g., ARCO, Chevron, Mobil, Equilon, Tosco, and Ultramar) within its jurisdiction would construct modifications that would have similar emissions.  Finally, as a “worst-case,” the SCAQMD assumed that the peak daily emissions from construction of modifications at each refinery would all occur on the same day.  It was also assumed that refinery modification construction activities would last two years.  Under these assumptions, the peak daily emissions for construction of refinery modifications to comply with PAR 431.2 would be 1.5 times the peak daily emissions estimated for construction of modifications for Mobil’s Reformulated Fuels Project (6 refineries x 0.25 x Mobil reformulated fuels project construction emissions).  Accordingly, these assumptions lead to an extreme “worst-case” analysis since some refineries may not need to make any modifications and the Mobil modifications from which this analysis is scaled are much more intensive that what can be expected under the proposed project.

The SCAQMD included PAR 431.2, which would limit the sulfur content in diesel, as part of the proposed fleet vehicle rules because it will result in immediate Basinwide PM emission reductions when implemented, and it will facilitate the widespread use of particulate filters for diesel vehicles not affected by the proposed fleet rules.   In addition, it should be noted that alternative methods of compliance are being considered as part of the development of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, including the use of particulate filters in combination with low-sulfur diesel fuel.  The emission benefits of PAR 431.2 have been included in the proposed project in terms of this proposed rule being used in combination with particulate filters, an alternative method of compliance, to achieve equivalent PM emission benefits.

Response 2-5:
The SCAQMD supports the adoption of national diesel fuel quality standards.  At the same time, the SCAQMD faces a 2006 deadline for the compliance with federal PM standards, and has recently determined that over 70 percent of the airborne cancer risk in the South Coast Air Basin is associated with diesel particulate emissions.  There is a pressing need to expedite the availability of low sulfur diesel fuel to accommodate particulate trap technology, and to facilitate the introduction of NOx adsorber and other NOx control technology on an expedited basis.  Several refiners have already indicated that they produce sizeable quantities of low sulfur diesel fuel already.  SCAQMD staff have contacted CARB Stationary Source Division staff, as well as the staff of the CEC, to discuss the scope of analysis required to properly assess the full range of socio-economic issues involved with PR 431.2.  Staff also recognize that SCAQMD adoption of the rule would be subject to CARB review.

Response 2-6:
SCAQMD agrees with the commentator that emission reductions from current initiatives to reduce PM emission levels cannot be quantified at this time, since it is somewhat speculative as to how these initiatives will translate into adopted PM emission standards.  Nevertheless, to address this comment, SCAQMD staff is modifying Alternative B to develop emission reductions from the proposed fleet rules assuming that U.S. EPA’s proposed PM and NOx emission standards are adopted as proposed (0.01 g/bhp-hr PM in 2007 and 0.2 g/bhp-hr NOx phased in between 2007 and 2010, for heavy-duty engines).

Response 2-7:
To address this comment, the baseline emission reduction calculation will be modified to incorporate CARB’s recently adopted Urban Bus Fleet Rule.  At the time the baseline emission reduction calculation was developed, CARB’s Urban Bus Fleet Rule had not been adopted and it was not clear how CARB would possibly modify the proposed fleet rule at the Public Hearing to consider the adoption of this rule.
Response 2-8:
This comment states that the universe of light- and medium-duty vehicles described in the PEA was accurately estimated and the estimate of the number of light- and medium-duty vehicles expected to be replaced by AFVs is also accurate.  The commentator also states that the PEA accurately characterizes potential fuel and vehicle costs and the availability of alternative fuels to meet fleet vehicle purchase demands.  No other response is necessary.

Response 2-9:
The SCAQMD concurs that the estimate of the number of alternative fuel refueling stations likely overestimates the actual number of refueling stations that will ultimately be built.  The environmental analysis from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules contained in the Draft PEA also overestimates potential adverse environmental impacts for the following reasons.  The estimate of the affected vehicle universe includes a 20 percent scale up factor in the event that the initial fleet vehicle surveys underestimated affected public fleets.  Further, the analysis does not take into account the fact that a large number of AFVs are already included in public fleets, that is, the analysis assumes all affected vehicles are diesel or gasoline vehicles.  Finally, representatives from energy suppliers in the district have indicated that the SCAQMD’s assumption of the number of AFV refueling stations that would be necessary to support implementation of the proposed fleet vehicle rules substantially overestimates that actual number that would be required.

In addition to the above, as noted in response to comment #2-3, minor modifications have been made to several of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The net effect of these modifications, especially for PR 1194, is to allow greater use of CARB-certified LEV or cleaner vehicles that operate on currently available reformulated gasoline.  As a result, infrastructure modifications to install AFV refueling stations would not need to be as extensive as assumed in the PEA.  By overestimating potential adverse environmental impacts from the proposed rules, the SCAQMD has provided a “worst-case” analysis of potential adverse impacts and the SCAQMD, that is unlikely to underestimate actual impacts, and has provided full disclosure to the public of the potential adverse environmental effects of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.

Response 2-10:
As indicated in Chapter 4 of the PEA, ethanol, methanol, and electricity are the least preferred of the alternative clean fuels that could be used to comply with the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  This is due primarily to their relatively high fuel costs and relatively low net energy efficiency.  Further, the analysis assumed that one percent of heavy-duty vehicles could switch to methanol or ethanol, although even this small percentage is not likely for similar reasons, higher cost than other fuels and lower availability and reliability.  Ethanol and methanol qualify as an alternative clean fuel, which is why the environmental analysis in Chapter 4 included an analysis of these fuels.  It is for this reason that potential adverse environmental impacts from methanol and ethanol use have been evaluated and to provide full disclosure to the public regarding potential adverse environmental impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.
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Mr. Darren Stroud

elo Office of Planning sad Policy

South Coast Air Quality Maagement Distict
21865 B Copley Drive.

‘Diamond B, California 91763-4182

Re: Draft Progoam Bavitonmentai Assessinent for Proposcd Fleet Vehicle
Rules and Relsied Amcndmenls

Dear M. Stroud:

On behalfof Infermations] Truck and Engine Company, (‘Tatemational"), we
submit the folfowing cormments on the Draft Program Environmental Assessment for Propased
Tleet Vehicle Rules and Related Amendments ("Eovironmental Assessment") rolcased on March
8,2000 by the South Coast Afr Quality Management District ("SCAQMD"). While Intemational
supports the SCAQMD's abjcative of reduoing mobile souce emissions from et vehicles,
Tuternations! believes that adoption of new floct ogulations sequires 2 fair and full evaluation of
the environmental impacts and bonefis of the ull range of altermatives available 10 achieve the
Distrot’s sie quality goals.

Unfortunately, the Environmental Assessment i deficient in that it il to
adequately analyze altematives that will meet the SCAQMD’S air quality objectives with Jesser
environmental nupacts and with fower socioeconomic and other adverss impects. Inaddition,
the Environmental Assessments analysis is fizwed in sigaiioant areas and relies on outdatod or
inaccurate informition. Finally, the Environmental Assessrnent fuls (o adequately consider the
aveilability of Green Diesel Technalogy and ofher advanced diesel technologies utilizing ulir-
fow sulfi diesal fucl {“advanced diese technology”) and to sdcquately snalyze these approaches
a5 compliance optians under the Rulcs. For fese, and the reasons set orth below, we befieve.
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et he Environmental Assessment is flawed and rust be revised significantly t include
addirional makysis and must be recirculated to the public for commot

Hnlermationa! s providing construstive comments on the Environmental
Assessraent for the SCAQMD's proposed fleet rules notwithstanding, and without waiving, its
‘concent that foderal knw preempts the SCAQMD's authority 10 adopt the proposed fleet rules.

asary Of Defects Y The Environ wment

International believes that the Exvironmental Assessment js flawed for several
reasons. s explained more fully below, Jatervational believes that the Environmental
Asscssment i deficient because 1) fhe Projcot Objestives fal o inchude objectives that tho
SCAQMD is roquired 1o or sbould consider as partof ts rulemaling authority; 2.) the.
‘Environmental Assessment aifempts (o assess fe imprcts of rules which havo ot yet boan
released for public comment and review:, s making th opportunity (o understand the rules and
comment iftosory: 3 the Alfomatives Analysis £als to conider a sufficiently broad range of
alternatfves, incuding difematives (hat achieve environmontal objectives with fewer potential
environsmental and sociocconomic impacts; 4) the Alternatives Analysis fils to consider & roly
Suel neutel altomative; 5.) the Environmental Assossment fi o nclude an alternative that
peroits advanced dicsof; 6) he Environmental Assessment contains insccutate aad outdated
information regarding advanced dicscl tcchnology including its emissions charecterisics and
availabiity; 7. the Baviroumental Assessment inappropristely consolidates the malysis of seven
alTerent rufes, eliminating tho abilily to aily evaluate the alternativos that are being considered
for cuch rule, among oshes things: and £.) the Environmental Assessment fails to adequately
avatyze the casts and cavironmental impacts o moving to attomative fucls.

Braice Description and Objectives

Tuternational doss not believe that e Environmontal Assessments statement of
Projeet Objectives suiciently sets forh tho objecives that the SCAQMD is roquircd (o or
Should consider s et of s rbemaling uthority. Tntornational rcquests that the Project
Objectives be modified to relcot the required objectives aud that each altornativ be analysed
against thosa rovised project objectives.

‘The Project Objectives must be reftamed (9 lake into accouot additional
bjectives contalned in the Air Resources division of the Health & Safety Codo that the
SCAQMD is rquired to or should consider 13 past of promulgating it proposed flect ruls.
(Health & Safety Code §§ 39000 et 52q.) As discussed more fully below, the Califomia
Legislature has indicated a legilative infent that the SCAQMD rules allow for 4 broad range of
altermative mthods of lowering emissions, adequately tske nto consideration socioecanomio
ropacts and cost-effeativencss, and cosider impacts to small busincsses. Therefore, it is
appropriats, i not requied that the Project Objections reflect these goals as cstablished by the
Legistatze and roflected in the Califomia Health & Safety Code.
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A  Alternative Methods of Los

‘The Health & Safety Cod sriculates a strong legislative intent to cncourego »
broad range of altvrative means of achisving fower cmissions. In establishing rules and
regulations, ar pollution control disticts are required to “include a proccss to approve alfemative
‘methods of cormplying with epnission conttol requiremnents (hat provide equivalent emission
reductions, enssions menitoring, o recordkeeping.” (Healfh & Safety Coto § 40001(0)(1))

T addition, tho statulory requireents of the SCAQMD's “closar-burmiog fuels
‘program” soflostthe specific abjeetive of lowering craissions trough the use of advanced
‘polfution contzol technologies uflizing aditional fuels:

When considering which clean fuels projests 1o prormote, the south
coast districtshall consider, among other factors, ho curront and
‘rojected economic costs sad availability of s, the cost-
effectivencss of emission reduetions associated with elean fuls
‘compared with ofher polfution conizol alematives, the use of new
pollufion control teehnologles in conjunction with traditioual
faels as an alternative means of reducing emissions, potential
effcots on public health, ambient it quality, visibilty withio the
region, and ther factors determine 1o be relevant by tho south
const distrct

(Flcalth & Safety Code § 40448.5 (emphasis added)) The Califoroia Legislature has made cloar
that the SCAGMD s an obligation 1o encowrage the broadcst sange of compliance strategies
that achiove lower emissions. Morcover, the SCAQMD has an abligation to cxplore clean
technologies that utilizc tradiional fuels, such as diesel. Thorcfore, the project objectives should
borevised to reflect these goals as discussed below.

‘Sesiogsonemic Impacts 3nd Cost Effecfiveness.

“The Health & Safety Code 0150 requires the SCAQMD to adopt rales which,
among ofhr things, “are efficient and cost-cffeetive” (Health & Safety Code § 40440(c)) The
Code states that;

In adopting any regulation, the district shall consider, pursusnt to
Section 40922 [cost-effectivencss assessment], and make public,
its findings related 10 the cost-effectivencss of # Gontrol measure.
A distict shall nake rossandble efforts, o the extent feasiblo
wilhin existing budget constrains, to make specific reference to
the direct costs expected to be incumed by rogulated parties,
including businesscs snd individuals.
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(Hoalth & Sefety Code § 40703.) Section 40440.8 roquizes the SCAQMD 1o examine “[tfhe
availability and cost-offeotiveness of altematives to the rule o rogalation” by considering the
socioecanomic Hmpacts of proposed ks and regulations.

“The requirements of creating rles that are effcient and costecffeotive and
providing socioaconomic impact assesstments refloct a lgislative intent that e SCAQMD
‘consider and seek to minimize sociooconormic lmpacts and have theso considecations a5
abjectives of its rulemaking authority

Tinpacts (o Sl Pusinesses

Finafly, the Health & Safety Cado contsios & number of provisions aitmed at
providing firancial aséistaace 10 small businesses affoctcd by SCAQMD rules and regulations.
The Legistature has stated that “[iJt is necessary 10 increase the availability of financial
assistance to sml businesses which are subject o tho rules and regulations of the south cozst
district, i, order to minimize oconomic dislocaiion and adverse sosiocconomic impacts.”
(Hlealth & Safcty Code § 40448.6(s). See afso, §§ 40448, 40443.7, 40445.8 requiring the
SCAQMD to provide assistance to small basinesses )

These provisions reflectthe Legislature’s tent that the SCAQMD consider
alformative means of achieving lower envissions, cost-eflectiveness, socioeconomic impacts, and
impacts to small businesses. In light of these principles, the Bnvironmental Assessmen's stated
Project Objecives are inadequato in severl ways.

In general, the abjectives 40 not focus on emissions reduction, bul rather favor the.
use of “slicmaive olean- oels,” 2s defined to cxchudo advanaed diesel techology. Only two of
e seven project objesives oven rofec b lowering emissions, while throe spevifically protoote.
“altcimative lean-fuels.” throngh such gosls a3 “fostering the development of* and “increasing
the availability of funding for” sltemative clean-fuels. Tn focusing on “siternative clean-fucls,”
tho objectives fal t consider sltemative maans of aohieving lower emissions. Consequently,
compliace stracgics that produce greater emissions roductions, such as Green Diesel
Techmology, are ovezlacked or rejeted in the envirommental analysis and nol aualyzed as an
altomtive complisnce option.

Furtheamote, the objectives fil o adequately consider costeffectivencss and
sosiocconomic impacts. Bocauss lhe zales il primarly affect local govemment agencies,
school distriels and private fleet aperators, including emall business owners, the projoct
objectives should reflect scnsiivity towards cost, sociocconomic impets, and mpacts to sl
businesses,
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To btter reflct the policies contained in the Air Resouroas provisions of the.
Health & Safety Code, the Projeot Objostives should be gevised 1o include the following:

+ Allowing flexibility and 2 broad o sange of altematives as possiblo to achicvo
lovier emissions;

« Minimizing costs and othcr adverss impacts imposed ov.scioo] districts,
‘govermenlsl agencies and private flest operators,

» Reducing emissions by replacing older vebicles as quickly as possible;
= Reducing emissions while minionizing impaets to small business avmers; and.
= Minmizing other sociocconomic imprcts o the public.

Ioternationsl requests that the Projoot Objectives be madified (o veflect the
required SCAQMD's abjoctives s suggested above and that cach atemalive be analyred against
these revised project objectives.

In addifion, tho Buvironmental Assessment fals o doseribe with sufficieat
sporificity the requirements of each of tho proposcd flest ules 1o provide adequate opportumity
for public comment, Four of the Seven rules have 1ot et been rofcascd. Meaningful comments
on the Environmenta) Assessment cannot be provided in the absence of understanding what tho
rales will require. The prepration of a0 environmental asscssment for les 1ot yet writen biay
constitute an abuse of diseretion under CEQA. Therefore environmental assessments should be
prepared with the roloaso of eadh draft vule.

Aternarives dualisis

The sltematives analysis contained in the Bviconmental Assessment fils fo
consider a bioad enough range of lternatives that will achieve cavironmental objectives.
‘Whenever the SCAQMD adopts a rule, Califomia kaw requites the agency to analyze the
Sosiocconomic impacts of (e sdoption, chuding “the availability and cost elfectiveness of
altomatives (0 the rule or egulotion” (Health & Safely Code § 40440.8). The Emvironmental
Assessment rejects without analysis avallable and mote costecffcotive liematives that meet the
SCAQMD's air quality abjectives, such o Green Diese] Techmology and other advanced diesel
techuologics. The alleewatives analysis, therefor, should be modified.

The ahtematives analysis is spocifically deficient in several respects. First, the
Environment Assossment fals  consider a fuel nontea aliermative,  fuel neutral sirategy has
rmany environmiental and other benefts, These benefis include encouraging the broadest range
of alteruatives end technologies o continue 10 xeduee craissions. Tuel neutrafity provides
incantives for natural gas, dicscl and other teehnologies t continuc to improve from.an
emissions standpoint Grough compefition, A fuel noulral strtegy gives governmental agoncics,
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school districts and private fleet operators morc flexibilty in mesting both enviromnental and
other aportant objeaives in @ manne that s most cost-effective. Fuel neutrality is also more
cquitable, Notectnology should bo cxeluded in the absence of a valid health and safcty concem,
espacially when that echnology achieves artculatod environmental objectives.

Although the City of Los Angeles, in its comments on the Notice of Preparation
and Inital Study for Rulo 1190, requested analysis of  fucl neutzal compliance option
{Environmental Assessment at C-1-5), tho Bnvironmental Assessment fils o ovaluale this
option. In response o the Cily’s comment, the Environmontal Assessient claims that “fucl
ncuteality i already  component of the cument versions of the propased flect vehiclo rules.”
(Environenental Assossment at C-1-19). This assertion is not true in tht becanse the.
Envivorenental Assessment cxprossly "disallows” advanced diesel technology (Bmviconmental
Asscssmcat at 5-2), e rules effetively requiro natursl gas for almost ail vehicle categorics.

By disaflowing advanced dicsel technology, the Environmental Asscssment
denies agencics tho apparlanity (o explore wore feasible and Gost-effective ways of achieving the
aic iy goals of the proposed rules. T most product categores, very fow altematives exist if
advanced diesel altemalives are eliminated. For the school bus category, Internationalis not
aware of any ofhier alcernative o compressed ratural gas if advanced diesel is climinated.
“The Environmental Assesscnent should be ravised to inohude a rly fuel neutral altemative that
allows all technotogies that et specific eroissions standards.

‘salnation of Advanced Digsel Technalogles

International zepresentatives hizve taet with tho SCAGME on mmerous occasions
to provide foformaion, including conission and technical, cost, and ofher information about
‘Green Diesel Tochnology, Interbational also has presonted for review a denmonstration schocl
bus equipped with Green Dicsel Technalogy that it intends o offer for salo within approximately
12 nuonths. Sivailar advanced diesel technology is slrcady in operation both Soughout Europe.
for neatly 10 years and in a pilot progam that Intemational parteipatos in with the San Diego
Unified School Distrct. There, 10 Green Dicsol school buses have been in service sinoe October
1999, Totennationa] bas informed the SCAQMD staff and Board tnembers fhat intends to offer
on the market vehicles equipped with Grocn Dicsel Technologs.

In addition o a fuelnevtral aption, Htemational xequests asscsstment of a9 option
expressly allowing sdvanced diesel techmology as a complinnce option under each of the
‘roposed fleet rules and for the praposed fleet rles applicable to school busss, ia particular.
Advanced dicscl techriologies that use ultra-Jow sulfur fels such as Intetmationals Grocn Disel
Techaslogy are proven fechnologics. Advanced diesel technology using altza-low sulfur fuel has
been sncosssfilly implemented for nerly 10 years in Eurape, where over 6,400 vohicles are in
service. Previously, the primary batiet o the feasibilty of advanced diesel technologies i the
Unitcd States was the availablity of sulfue el with 2 sulfuc content below 15 ppm. A3 noted
below, this barricr no longer exists. The Environmental Assessment i inadequate in that it fals
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to amalyzo us & compliance option the availability of advanced dicsel tcchnologies—includiog.
Green Diesel Technology.

Advanced diesel eshnologies, including Green Diesel Technology, provide
comparable: or betier emissions levels an the ofhr compliance strateges, have 1o land use:
spacts, and are loss oxpensive haa other compliance technologies. Green Dicsel Technology
consiss of 2 cormbination of (1) optimized enginc calibration o minjonize NOX and ather
emissions, (2) cxlaust afice-reatment in the form of a Continuonsly Regencréting Trap (“CRT")
o reduce paceiculate emissions, and (3) the uso of & vltza-Jow.-sulfur fel. These components,
taken togathr, cin result in 8 new generation of diesel engincs that azc cquivalent to ot beteer
than other clean bumming vehicles from g ecnissions standpoint.

Grocn Diesel Technology provides ait quality benofitsthat are equal o or better
han other compliznce aptions. Specifically, this tesfnolosy reduces partculate emissions more
than 90% below curzent levels and below the U.S. EPA’s and Califomia Air Resourees Board's
cxpected 2007-2010 beavy-duty engino cmission standards. With Green Diesel teshrology,
particulate lovels aro 0% lower tan the lowest emission.certificd natural gas engine and NOX
Tovals uce ignificantly reduced to 3.0 g/blvp-hr, which equals NOX enission levels of some of
the better saling natural g2 eogines and is cleaner than scthanol engines, In additon,
hydtocarbon emissions aro below measursmeot capabiliy nd the exbaust produces no smoke ot
smell

‘Tables 1 and 2 (below) show e sl of erissions comparisons conductod by
Ternationsl of Groca Diese] Technology and other alteruativo fucl cngines, Table 1
emonsieates the results of  comparison with & methaol-fucled engines. Table 2 shows a
comparison of Grecn Digsel Techvology against two natural gas cngincs. “Bus Engine A” is a
John Deese 350 CNG 6.8 Liter engins, the bost-selliog natural gas engine for school buscs in the
United Statos, “Bus Bagite B” s the Cununins BS.9G cngine. A3 shown ia these tables,
methanol and naturat gas P and HC emvissions reductions are siguificantly oxcccdod with
Green Diesel Technology. NOx emissions reductions assosiated with methano] are also
significantly ascceded with Green Diesel Techoology. NOx cmissions lovels sssociated with
natraf gas e elther lowar than or compzable to Green Diesel Technology.
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Table 1: Green Diesel Technology Comparison o
Methanol Equivalent Heavy-Duty Benchmark g/hp-hr
Croen Dicsel Techuology DDC M85 V-6
School Bus
P 0005 005
Nox 30 )
HC 0 02

Table 2: Green Diesel Technology Comparison to CNG ghbhip-be.

Crean Dol BusEaghn A s ovgme B
“Techmology School Bus

Ed o o7 [

Wox B 37 THT

i g o 0%

I ety

“The Environments Assessment justifes its exclusion of advanced diesel
technologios by repestedly and incorrectly suggosting tha the requited low-sulfur fu is
unavailable and that fhercforo the lechnology is speculative (Environmental Assessment at 2-12)
These assertions ore i fact incorrect, On Docember 15, 1999, ARCO Products Company
(“NRCO”) anmounced (it t wiould make ulta-lov sulfur fucl available t centrally-fucied flect
wehicle oxwners and operators, Subscquéntly, Equilon, 2 joint venture of Shell Ol and Texaco,
sequested spproval from the California Al Resourocs Board 10 piake low-sulfur fuel availablo in
Norshem Califomia. Itis cxpected that other major ofl companics willFolow sui, International
s prosented s information to the SCAQMD o nutmerous occasions. The Environmental
Assessment’s ovaluation of advanced diesel technologies should be rewsiten 1 consider the
‘current availabitity of low sulfur fucl.

In addition, much of the information contained in the Environmental Asscssment
regarding advinoed dicsel techmology is severely oudated. The Bnvironmenta! Assessment

eelies on technologically incorrect reports and statistics pertaining to older diesel technology hat
‘produced sgoificantly higher emissions levels. The Bnvironmental Assessment fils o consider
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secent studics and comparisons aniong advanced dicsol techinology snd altemmative clean fels.
‘Several studies, including *A Comparative Analysis ofthe Feasibility ad Cost of Complince
‘il Potentiel Future Einission Standards for Heavy-Duty Vehicles Using Diesel or Natural
‘Gas,” prepared in February 2000 by Sierea Research for Californians for a Sound Fuel Sirategys
"ec of Altemative Tuels in Transit Buscs,” prepared by the U.S. General Accounting Office in
Decenther 1999 as a Ropor 1o Conaressional Committees; "Fucl Strategies for Future Bus
‘Procurements: Final Report” preparod by the Transit Operations Depariment of tho Los Angeles
County Metropoliten Transit Authority in August 1999; "Final Reort: Analysis of Costs and
Ernissions Associated with the Replaoement of Transit Bus Fleets,* proparcd by Vitetta Group in
October 1999 for the California Transit Association; and "Fueling Fleary Duty Trucks: Dicsol or
‘Natural Gas?" prepazcd by the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis in January 2000 have examined
advanced diesel technology ntore recently than the American nstitate of Chemical Engineers.
study cited in the Environmental Assessient. ' The more recent studies offer a more accurate
compérison because they take into account current market and technological advances. These
sindies consider somo of he hazards and drawbacks associated with patiral sas and more fairly
valuste benefis o be derivod from advanced diesel techaology. W roquost thal the.
Environmontal Assessment be tevised to considar tho information set frth fn the seports cited
herein Any assessenent of advaned diesel technology must incorporate updated and accurate
information such 25 that provided hore and previovsly provided by Ttermational to the
SCAQMD.

‘Consideration of updated information rovesls that advanced diesel teclmology
would ineet the SCAQMDYs covironmental Sbjectives with fower land use, Gost, and
‘sociocconomic imprets. The Jnformation submitted (o the SCAQMD shows that advanced dicsel
techmology can achieve tho SCAQMD's desired enissions reductions objoctives, In addition,
advancod diese] technology does hot roquirc consiruction of new refueling fuciltcs, thus
ovinimizing fand usc impacts associated with siting roficling stedons and short term construction
impacts

Advanced diesal technology 2150 provides siguificant ai quality benefits due to
Towter costs and the abilty of fleet operators o rcplac older higher emiting vehiclos more.
quickly, The dealer net cost of dicsel vehicles Js lower than that of othor veliiles, For example,
the diesel vorsion of & Blue Sird “All American RE" school bus capable of ransporting 84
pussengers costs $63,454. The desler et cost of the natural gas version costs s $32,500 more, at
$95,954, The retal prices paid by school districts would be proportionately higher, These
higher vehicle costs would have 1o be bome by school distriels sad public agencies, whose
ability to apply funds towards cducation and other public services would consequently be

! For the comveniznce of the SCAQMD, 2 copy of ths Harvard Center for Risk Analysis study is

atachcd horeto s Exhbil A. Coples ofllstdis a being sobroited under Scpatate Gover duc:
o theie contbined length
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Sovorely impacted.. As  result,flct turmovor would be defayed as older vehicles would romain
in serviee longer, fhereby prolonging eurcent adverse air quality impacts.

Bocause e SCAQMD los been provided information thatdiffers significantly
from inforntation set forth in the Envirogmenta! Assessme, the SCAQMD must include and
smalyze such infornation in e Environmental Assessment, When pertinent information is
veadily availablo, 4 lad agency’s faiure o inchude it within an cavizonmental assessment may
‘cansiilute aa sbuse of discretion pursuant to Califomia Faviconmental Quality Act ("CEQA™)
Guidelines § 15151, which catls for sufficient analysis in evaluating covisonmental consequences
and “adoqusey, completeness, and a good fith cffortat £l disclosure.” (Kings Couniy Farm
Burea, (1990) 221 Cal.App.30 692, 730-757 (Environmental impict report was deficient
because it omitted "substantial information” sbout the use of natual gas; Court of Appeal
emphasized the need for o “quantitative, comparative anslysis™ of the relative esvironmental
irapacts of rojeat altematives.))

nbinied Revier of Seven I ules

Tho proposed flee vehicle rles were originally proposed in one rule, Rule 1190,
‘which applied to “any” flcet vebicle, (Bnvironmental Assessinent 3t2-7) In response (0
comments 1eccivod during the NOP/IS comument period as well as cotoments received at the
Public Workshop/CEQA Scoping Meoling on December 21, 1999 and th Public Workshops
held on Janusary 21, 2000 and February 16,2000, Rale 1190 was divided into seven difforcnt
rules accarding to vehiclo type. The primary basis for separating the rules wes that compliance.
options diffeced by vehicle fype.

The vationale for dividing Rule 1190 should also apply to requirs rule-specific
environmental anslysis. Because eovironmental impacts, costs, and appropriate altematives vary
among vehicle categorics, a singlo cavironmental assessment covering allrulcs is inadequate to
analyze the specific ompliance options under considoration for ach separate fleet rle
applicable to vehicle catogorics. Purthemmore, a5 noted abov, the Environmental Assessment
purports o salyzo impacts of rules not yet drafied. Without rule-specific envirommental
assessment and withou knowing what the language of each ule, the public does ot have an
adcqutc opportunity to understand and comment on the alternatives beiog considered for each
rule. The Environments] Assessarent should either bo rovised (0 contain mmore detailed analysis
oF the impacts, casts, and altcmaives associsted with each proposod rule, or sepasate.
assessmants should be prepared for each progosed rule. The public must have an opportanity 1>
comment following tho relesse of proposed rale language for cach rule.

Costs and vironmental linpacts of Moving fo Alruutive Fuels

The Environmentl Assesstment s flawod bocause it 4l to adequately nalyzo
tho cnviconmental and sociacconomic impacts of transitioning to tho alicmative fuels permitted
‘under the propased rules.
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‘Tho Environmental Assesstent fils o adoquatcly consider the land vse irapacts
‘presented by fuel alternatives that rquizo new zefueliog stations. As suggested by tho City of
Los Angolos (Bnvironmental Assessment at C-1-6),siting options for such stations are limited
within the Distict. The land uso impacts of finding refueling station locations and any localized
impacts rusulting frora the reronding of veicles o gof to fucling locations st be examined.

“The Environmental Assessment i furher fawed in (at it s o analyze the
mpact o moving to high cos alteoative fuels on flet tumover fo older vehictes, Allemative
£ucl vehicles cast more than advanced dicscl (echnology vehicles in a variely of respects. (Sco
sclioalbus comparison, ebove.) These costsinclude higher rofucling InfSructure costs,
«oquisitin and operationsl costs. Becanse publi agencies’ (and school disicts i pasticulic)
iy o puschsse news vehicles and eplace oldo vahiols s Gonstsned by lmited
sovernmental funding sourecs,altematives that requir using higher cost altemative fuel optiors
il ocussarly eiaed the speed of replacing oldcr vahicls by govemmental agencics. An
ahemative at allows advanced dieseltechrology willesult n  fstor ato of replacerent of
highor-emissions vehicles. Becansc of fower nffasructure, acquisition and operational costs, e
Enviscmental Assossment should quantify and comparo ths cmissions benefts and impacts
associated with different eplacament zotes comparing altematives it alow and do ok allow
advancod diese] teehology as 2 compliancs optian. The Environmental Assesstment is dficiont
hecause it gnorcs nd fls fo quantiy the adverseennssions imopact of setaiting olde vehicles
and offectvely excludes the mostcost cffecive compliance options—uamely advanced dissel
technologies—vhich would alow flects o more quickly rcplacs older, higher emiing velicles.

‘Furthormore, Foited funding exists or the dovelopment of frasteucte to
ransition to clean fuel vehicles and costs associated with the on-going operation of such.
vehicles. Those costs present an addifiona) disinecotive fo purchase new low emission vehicles.
Meny of these costs would not b triggered if advanced diesel technology is permitied a5 &
compliance optlon. The Environraental Asscssment needs (o better examing and comparc
aperational costs in this context,

Finally, tho Ensironmental Assesstment provides no risk analysis of the hazards
presenied by natural gas. As the cvaluation sels forth io the Harvard Center for Risk Asscssment
‘and the othe studics oted hereiq indicate. Natural gas vehiclos pose hszacds inciuding icreased
ik of five and explosion both with resptol 0 veicle operation as well s vohicle minienance.
and refucling, Tho assessment of safety risks docs litle more than provide anecdotal and
incomplete information. A quint(atve tisk anaiysis shonld be prepared compariog natural gas
1o advanced diesel technology.

T addition to thuse general corpments, ternations] subimits the followiog
specific comments with tespect o indivicual scctions of the Environrental Assessment.







[image: image44.png]M. Darren Stioud
Al 25, 2000
Page12.

Excoutive Sromary.

Environmental Asscssment at 1-2. The language of the rle oo applics o
private vehick flets. Privatc fces include private delivery tucks (e.5,
United Paosl Service) tepai and service rucks (.. ow {rucks; plumblng,
electicity, wnd cable (rucks), merchandice delivery vebicles, and privato
cansportation vehicles. Please csplain whether the SCAQUID has evaluated
the mpacts of hese vehicles

Bavirormentsl Asscsment st 1-8. The Envisonmental Assesstment relics
heavily on the Mulliple Air Toxics Exposure Study il study ("MATES '),
which Inlomational malntains does not aceuratoly cstimals the concentration
of diesel exhaust particulsto in smbient air within the South Coast Air Basin.
Internations supports the SCAQMD? offorls to stady exposure o air toxics,
‘and Is submnilod comments regarding MATES IL Specifically, Interationsl
has urged modifications to the report that ensure a sound scientific basis and
‘moro accurate reflection of the potential risks (o itizens ffom exposure 1o air
pollutats. Internationl requests fhat the Environmenta] Assessment analysis
roflect and incorporate Intemiational's suggested modilications io the MATES.
M study.

Envitonmental Asssssment af 1-15. 1o ts avalysis of indisect air quality
iropacts, the Environmental Asscssment concludes, “significant adverse air
quality impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed
fleet vebicle rulcs and related amendraents.” This stafement i incomest, The
propuse fleet vehicle rules preseat potential indireat air quality impacts in
several azcas. As discussed more fully below, the Environmental Assessment
fsils 1o consider land use imprcts relted 10 the sting of vew refueling
stations. Tho Environmental Assessment also fals to analyzo losalized
impaets, such as local raffc impots relled 1o the relocation of fueling
infrastrcturc, Becavse cetain conventions veliile fucling locations do not
have room to 2dd alteniative fcl infrastructure, the flest rules will require that
now fucling faciites be sited in new locations, affosting different.
comemunitics and potentially exposing such conmmunities o air quality, Gallie,
noise and other impacts. Refiucling stalions may be located io areas that will
cxpericncs impaets once aitemative fuel vehicles are rerouted to those aress.
“Thess irmpacts nced to be addressed in the revised assessment.

Envisonmental Asscssmont 6 -16. The Envirommental Assessmont
coneludes that ransporation/circalaion impacts associated with the proposed
rules will bo insigrificant, Interoational disputes this conolusion. The
Trvironmental Assessment fuls (0 sdequately consider hmpacts resultng from
the relocalion of cefueling stations. As noted above, the City of Los Angeles
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bas commented thal siling relbeling statfons within the Disteict il presont
lond use linpacts that have not bocn sdequately examined (Environmmental
Assossment at C-1-6). Based on these Lund use constraints, refuelng stations
imay be focated in azcas shere traffic impacts would result_ The siting of nw
localions may present new air quality, noise,traffic and other impacts &
previously maflectod ncighborhoods. Transportation and circulation impacts
nced 0 assessed o light of these possibilitics.

Enyironmental Assessovent at 1-18, The Environmental Assessment states
that th Initil Stady concluded that the project sould havo no significant
dineet or indircet adverso offects 00 3 of 1S envitonmental topics. Tho
'SCAQMD defends its finding of “no significant impacts” for those & topics on
the basis fhat no comuments were received to refte this conclusion. Alleast
it respect o land use, geophysical and noise impacts, this claim is fase, as
the City of Los Angoles commented on the issue i its comnment leter
contned in the Environmentsl Asscssment (Envirommental Assessment at C-
1). Rogardlcss of &1 gbsence of public comment on tis issue, the SCAQMD
shonld examine these empacts on & rule-by-rule basis, as the Tnitial Study
addressed a iflerent, wore global nule.

‘nvironmental Assessment at 1:18, Tho Environmental Assessments
disunissal of 8 01 15 environmental topics in it initial study results in a defect
i the Environmental Asscssment, The proposed s have the potentil o
Fesult in significant fmpacts in a mumber of thoso arcs in which
envitonmental analysis was not perloruied. The foltowing topics should be
cvalaated in the Environmental Assessment for potential iropacts.

Land uss and plamning. Tre SCAQMD bas [sled to consider the
obscrvations of e City of Los Angeles that the propesod roles present.
‘potentially significant impacts o fod vse aod planning. Such impacts
“would result from changes in land uso for purposes of siting refueling.
stations. Potenfial impacts wovld result Som such changes as zoring
‘ordinanee modifications and may bo cunulative. The proposed reles
‘may also requir siing cefbeling stations and locating rofudling rowes in
neighborhaods, including residonlial neighborhoods not previously
impectcd by vehicle fleet operations.

Goophysical impacts. “The SCAQMD also filed (0 covside the
observations of the City of Los Angeles that the proposo rulcs ray
cesultin potentilly signifioant geophysicat impacts. "The SCAQMD
‘previously conclnded that because refueling stations would be prit
Tocated in industrial rcss, no geophysical impacts would result. In
rosponse, the City of Los Angeles idcntificd potential impasts assoctated
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‘Project Descript

with infrastructure for vehicles shich primacily serve receational or
sesidential aress a0l proximae (o industeal refueling stations. Becauso
sefuling locations o such vehickcs iy not be resteioted to industrial

arcas, oonstzuction of such stations may vesult in potentially significant
‘geaphysical impacts.

MNoise. Sieilarly, tho City of Los Angeles also identified potential
impacts associated with refueiing stations locatcd adjacent 10 parks and
sesidontial areas. These potentialy significant noise impacts should be
assessed.

Cultural Resonreas. 1tis uncleas whete new construction will take
place. Due lo at uncertainty, cultural resources may be impacied by
the infrastractie requirements of allemiative fuel stations.

Secondary Environmental Fpacts from Eeonomis fupucts. Asvoted
above, liowing advanced dicsel technology as & compliance alternative
would corble agencics to take advantage of lower infrastructure
acaquisition and operationsl costs that ensble faster fleet mrmover. This
i especially true because of lesser operating ranges of altemaive fuel
vehicles. The environmeatal impacts of disparate fleet tumover rates
should be examioed.

Euyiromments! Assessment at 27, Thrce of the projecl objectives contaived.
in fhe Environmentsl Assessment promote “altemative clean-fucled
technologies.” To fho cxtont those objectives are not revised according (o the
modifications suggested above, “alfemative closn-fueled teofologies” shouid
include advanced dicsel lochnologies.

Environments) Assessment st 2:7, The Environmentl Assesstment sates as
anoof ls objectives “lncreasing the availability of funding for altermative.
clean-fulcd vehiclo technology.” “Allemative cleanfueled technologics™
£hould be defined to include advanced dicsel technology.

Envivoumental Assessment st 214, The Environmaental Assessment claims
toat, “[iJn order to provide & comscrvative cotimale of the potentil air quality
benefits associsted with the proposed flest vehicle rles and rclatcd
amendmens, the SCAQMD uscd an unsosled vehicle population.” Please
explain tho térm "anscaled vehicte population" and what voisles were
inctuded and exchuded from tho analysi
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Fxisting Setting.

‘Environmental Asscssment 4l -5, The Bovironmental Asscssment conteins.
alist of non-pettoleum, altemative clegn fuels. Low suifur diesel should not
e excludod from the I3t of non-peteoleum, altcrmative clcan fucls. The fst
inchudes methanol, bu cxchudos advanced diesel technology using ultra-low
sulfur fuel and jgnores the faot iat such teshnology, including Green Diesel
“Technology, achioves lower emissions levels compared to mothods wilh
respect 10 all relevant criteria pollulans. Tither low suffur fuel should be
neluced as on alteruative fuel, ar the focus of the Projcct should be redace
emission levels

Envisommenta] Assessment 1 375, Again, low-sulfur fuel and Groen Diesel
Teahnology should be added to tho it of alemative clean fuels.

Envirrmental Assessment at 381, In ts analyss of CNG and LNG, the
Bnviroumental Assessment ol o discuss elevant oformnation sbout sty
hazands encountered by natuel s vehigles aod thelr fueling infastruciure.
Thoso hazards have included inereasod risk of iz a0d explosion both with
sespect to vebicls apertion as wel s vehicle maintcnanco and refucing

“This soction should be revised t include a thorough quantitatve risk
assessnient compving oversl afety risks of patuul gas and other ompliatice
options,incuding advanced dioel ochnology.

Ewnivoumental Tupacts and Miigaton.

‘Environmental Assessmens at 4-8, The Buviconmental Assessment
incartcetly Labels the availabilty of low-sulfir fucl as “speculative.” As noted
above, e availability of low-sullvr fael i i fact a certainty. The.
Envisonmental Assessment should not discniss advanoed digsel technology as
a visble compliance altcmstive nd should evaluate the environmental and
sosiogcooornic impacts and benefits of such & sralegy compared to other
compliance approschts.

Envirormental Assegament t_ 4-11. Table 4-6, which puports to compare.
the performance of conventional fucl 1o aliemative cleao fuels, is
significantly flzwed. The table relics Leavily on a 1997 study by the
American Insttute of Cherpical Engineers (‘AICHE") and conchudos that
NG, LPG, and RPG present he bst oversll allematives to conventional
gasaline “based on current tecinology.” (Bnvirommental Assossmcnt at 4-9.)
‘The Enwitonmental Assessment mast also consider more recent studies. Such
studics inoludo those conducted by the Los Angeles Comnty Motropoliten
Transportation Autherity (‘LACMTA™), he General Aceounting Office,
Sicra Rescareh, the Vitetta Group, and the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis,
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which have consideted and compared diescl, natural gas and gasoline vebicles
for operational, pesformsnce, environmental and cost impacts, and foud that
advanced diesel techuology presents a superior altemative,

Envisonmental Assessmentaf_d-11, Table 4-6 is also significanty flawed
because the AICHE conclusions and the repored indices for diesel and otber
aitemafives aro not supparted by more recent information avaikable o the
'SCAQMD including that cited sbove, 1015 lear from the diesel staistcs cited
in'the Environments] Assessment that the AIChE study rclicd on outdated
diesel statistics and fuiled to cxamin advanced diesel technolagy using ultra-
v sulfir ol The Brwironmental Assessent nust consider all relevant
information, notjust e outdated AICHE study.

“The table's numerical valucs for vehicle eost index of 5.0 for a dicscl
ehicte and 4.6 for 2 CNG vehiclo do ot reflect he broad cost advantages
of advinced diesel technology. Taformation submiteed to the SCAQMD
demonstrates tha the cost of acquisition of ONG buses and mediuta-duty
trucks Gursently is approxiniately 50% more than sdvariced diesel
technology vehicles. In addilion, CNG bus operating costs are 40%-50%
higher than advanced diesel techmology. Tho table’s numerical vaiues
Should reflec this 40-50% cosldifferental in frvor of advanced discl
techmologies.

‘Tre Environmental Assessment also i incorrectin s conclusion that
‘CNG s & bigher net energy eflciency than dicscl. Alttough the Table
sates that the net cnergy cfficicacy index for diesel is 49 and that of CNG
s 5.0, in faot, advanced diesel technology is 40% more efficiont than
other testmologics including CNG. The fact that diesel teshnologics aro
significantly more fuel eficicnt than nstural 935 is supported by the
LACMTA and Harvizd Center for Risk Analysis studics and tho
umerical vahues should be reversed and the disparlty sigoificantty
increased to refloct hat difference.

‘With rospeet to aor-greenhouse enrissions, the bl contains 4 Index of
1.0 for diesel, 3.9 for methanol and 4,5 for CNG. “These relative valucs
are also incorrect. Groen Diesel Tochnology produces sigoificantly lower
HC, PM, and NOx ervissions as compared to methanol. Compared to
‘atural gas, EPA certficd tosing fue] data epissions of PM produced by
Groen Diesel school buses ave 50% lower than PM levels for namral gas
‘buses—and scliool buscs utilizing Green Diesel Technology produce no.
HC emissions. Because Green Dicsol Tochnology produces significantly
ower PM cmissions tnt no HC emissions while producing coorparable
NOx emissions, the figures in the able ae significanrly flawed.
Advanced diesel techmology should reccive a0 equivalent or higher
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wmerical value taking inlo acaourt it rlative P, HC, and NOx
camissions characteristics.

‘With respect 1o greenhouse cmissions, the tble contains an index of 3.1
for dicaol and 4.5 for CNG. These values arc also contrary (0 Green
Diess! Technology, whioh emits significantty fewer greenhouso gascs than
any other techology. The Presidonts Groenhoose gas strategy
encourages tho usa of diesel technology precisely becausc of s lower
cban monoxide emissions.

‘The SCAQMD needs to explain fho souroe of i diesel satisics and must
include acoursto nunbers for advanced diesel technology.

Environmental Assessment at 4-13. In examining tho estimated relative.
toiclty of dicscl and natural gas fueled transit buses, school buscs, and all
othor HDVs, the Enyiromnental Asscssment appeats to exclude some PMs
when evalusting CNG. For diesel-based vehiclcs, total PM emnissions were
anlyzed, while for CNG, howorer, toxio risk was estimated based on tho M.
contribution of anly certain constituents: mickel and hexavalent chrowinm
ernissions, and the NMHC cnnissions of formaldehyde, acetaldohyd, benzene,
and 1,3 butadiene emissions. Because there i no evidence that particulates
from advanced dicsel ochnology diffe in character from ratural gas
‘partculaies, and the basis of the toxicity fndings with sespect to diosel aro in
dispute, all pastculales should be fncluded i the toxicity assessment for
natoral gas. 1 the SCAQMD sssumes that diesel particulates arc (oxic, CNG
‘particulalos should ot be assumed harmloss, cspecially given the fack of
teseach in this arca. This is espesially the case since natural gas paticluates.
bave boen Lound to contain significantly more paticulates of swaller
dimensions (ninoparticles) and these nano-particlcs urc believed to raise
sigaificant health concerns. Tho analysis should draw a comparison botwocn
natral gas and Grovn Dise] Technology and must consider sod evafuate the.
potential health impacts of natursl gas nano-particles

Favisonmental Assessment 1 4:26, The Environmental Asscssmenl
anlicipates that o additional craployces will be neeed to perfom fcl
delivery dufios under the new rules. Organized labos representatives hrve
indicated, however, that becausc of the differences in natural gas repuics,
purchasing of natural gos vehictes esulfs in groater oulsoursing of tepait
functions by govermment agencies. The enironmental impacts of performing
sepairs at addiional and different locations and the related socioeconomic.
mpacts must be analyzed,

Eavisonmontsl Asssssment 1t 4:30 to 4:37. The scction on “slean diesel
technology” docs fot wccoun for Green Diesel Technology. Green Dieset
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Technology meets lower emissions lovels than thase described in the "clean
dicsc] tochnology” setion of Bovirommental Assessment. The statement that
the avalability of sdvanced diesol techaology s "mostly specuiative and
‘mguantifisble” s incorrect. (Environmental Asscssment at4-32) Advanced
diesel technology has beon successully raplemented thioughout Eutope and
s been in use 2t the San Diego Unified School District since October 1999.
With the recent announcoments of low-sulfur fuel availability, and
Internationa¥s plans i offer on the market vehils equipped with Green
Diess] Technlogy, advanced diesel technology will bo commercially
available witkin 12 months. AS noted 8bove, Intemational has made the
'SCAQMD awsre of this informiation hrough mumerous gneetings and
testmology demonstrations, Py contrast, methanol techrology is not rsadily
available on the miarket in oany product categories and thee are no
indications suggesting that e product will become availdblo reasonbly 5000

Eavisonmental Assessment L £33, “The oviroumental Asscssmont suggests
that the use of advanced dicsal fcchnology may lead to potential ai quality
impsots if changes jn infrastouctare, such as fucl supply or delivery, ocour.
Intemnational i unaware of soy potential infrastructure changes r5quieed by
Iowe-qulfur fael other than in cascs where & fleet gperator cannot dedicate an
existing dicsel (aak for ultea-low sulfur ucl. The SCAQMD shewld elaborate
on what infrastructure changes it xpects would be warmanted.

Envisonmenta] Assessment g1 4:36, The Enviroomental Asscssment
‘oncludes that the use of PM filters in oonjunation with alea-low sulfur diescl
fuel will ot rosult in significant adverse air quality impacs. Intemation)
agrees with (his conclusion.

Envisonmental Assesseent at 4-41, The Bavironmental Assessment
‘concludes that centralized refueling relsted o the proposed fleet vebicle rules
are not anficipatod to gencrate sigailicant direct or inditcct operationabrelate
sir quality impacts. As stated above, Intermational disagrees with ths
conclusion bocauso sir quality impacts will be relocated to differcat
‘communities due to siting refueling locations and different transporsation
voutes to thase locations. The SCAQMD should quantify and ro-cxamine
these impacts.

Tavironmental Assessment af 4:58, Tho “Indirect Transportation/Circulation
Effeots” section il to anatyze operstional impacts of ransitioniag to natural
gas. A tiansifion to natural g will requive refieling stations that have yoi fo
e sted. These stations naay b looated in aress thal il require 2 verouting of
raffic through communities and neighborhoods not proviously impacted. The
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potential raffc and circulation impacts (o these conununities must be:
ovalusted.

Bnvisonmental Assessment at 4:18, 4-83, 4-92, The “Hazacds Effects”
section contains inadoquate analysis of the safety and hazard risks of the use:
o natoes) gas. The anecdotal data contained in the Eovironmental
Assessment is insuficient, In addition, the SCAQMD should asscss the
potential environmental ienpacts of Slorage requirements paiicular to CNG,
LNG and propane, such as whether buffor zoncs would be peovided around.
storage faclitcs, and whether such faciites are requised to be maintaiacd
sbove-ground, unlike discl, A quantitative tisk analysis of varions
compliinca options sbould be prepared.

Environmental Assessonent 2 4-97. Under "Environmontal lipacts Found
Nt To Be Significant," the Bnvironmental Assessment conchudes that the
proposed rules will nat affect present of planmncd liad ses within the District
The City of Los Angeles has commented with respect o this ssuc
(Bnvisonmental Assessment at C-1-6), indicating that there ar likely to be
probloms associsted with iting refueling infrasiructure and LNG, Methariol
and other altermativo fiel production faciites witbin the South Const Air
Basin. The SCAQMD has not adequatcly responded to these comments.

‘Envirenmental Assessment af 4-102, The Environmenta) Assessment
“Beonomic and Sotial Joypacts” section ignores the poteniial for higher flect

turnover under an advanced dicsel techvnology aiternative, as described above,
Tho impats of defayed conversion to altemmative fucls dué (o bigh costs must
be carefully studicd, with &.ule-by-rule comparison, which inchudos analysis
of advancad diesel technology.

Alternatives Analysic.

Eiconmental Assessment st 5:2, Toblo 5-1 describes alternatives.
rezommended by the public and whether those altcmativos were rejected or
incorporated into the altormatives analysis. The Environmental Assesstent
clains ha (e “Tuel Neutral Emission Standard” ltcmative has been
incorporated, tating that “[{The proposed loet vehicle rules aro considered
fuel neuteal because offected flcot awmers hive & range of clean fuels they can
use for complance, The only major fusl ype not allowed by the proposed
ules i clean dicsol becanse Uhe techinology is cunently not available.”
{Envirommental Assessnient at 5-2). As expleined ahove, advanced diesel
toshnology is in fact availgble. Advanced diescl technology is availible and
inuse throughout Burope in over 6,400 vehicles. Futthemare, the rufe is not
Suel ntral if very few altematves are available, Bocauss Intormationsl is not
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‘awar of any methanol buses currently availablo on tho marke, pratically
speaking, CNG school busas will b the only product offered a5 & compliance.
option in the school bus vehicle category. In prectical tems, the ules are not
fuel neutial.

Tor the foregoing roasons, Intermational requesis that the Bavironmental
Assessment be revised ta include new project bjoetives, thal each altemative be analyzed
against the new objectives, il & ule-by-rule analysis be condusted, that an advanced diesel
tochnology be considered and analyzod a5 & compliance option, and thar a revised cnvironmental
assessment b rociroulaled for public conment,

Internationsl appreciates the opportunity 1o submit these comments i response to
the Bnvireomental Assessment and looks forward to continuing to work with the SCAQMD to
develop effoctive strategies for achieving clean air gouls.

Singerely,

(Ui Godswsbe_

‘Warren Slodowske
Manager, Environmentsl Staff, Bngine
Engincaring

ce: SCAQMD Board Members
M. Barry Wallerteln, SCAQMD
M. Jack Broadbcnt, SCAQMD
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BY I{AND DELIVERY
o ‘Darron Stroud o Aprid 26, 2000
emow:  Estoln doLlmnos coriee o,

Enclosed please find the above-reforenced comment leter sent 10 you yesterday
fox. s enclosed ae the following sladies cited i the comanent leter

‘Bxbibit A Hacvacd Center o Risk Anslysis, Pueling Heavy Duty Trucks:
‘Dicsel or Naturai Gas? Tamtasy 2000.

‘Bt s Sicrw Research,Inc, A Comparative Ancisais of e Faasibity and
Castof Complines with Potewtal Furs Enission Standards or
Heavy-Duty Vehices Using Dicsel or Natural Gas, Bebruary 14,
2000.

‘Exbibit C: United States General Accounting Ofiice, Use of Aternative Pucls in
Transis Buses, December 1999.

EXbibiLD; Vitetia Group, Final Report: Analysis of Costs and Bnissions
Associated with the Replacement of Transit Bus Fleets, October 1,
1999,

‘Bxbibit B: Los Angelcs County Motropolitan Tranil Athority, Fuel Stratcgies
Jor Future Bus Procurements: Final Repar, Mugust 1999.

International requests that these materials b included with its comment leter as
pact of the adeninistrative record. 1E you have any questions regarding ths submission, please do
ot hositate 1o ol me at 213/891.7614,

R esatae)




Comment Letter 3:
INTERNATIONAL TRUCK AND ENGINE CORPORATION

Response 3-1:
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, a CEQA document shall describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project or would substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.  The CEQA document “need not consider every conceivable alternative to the project [emphasis added]” (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a)).  The alternatives discussion and comparison of the relative merits of each project alternative in Chapter 5 of the Draft EA complies with these and all other relevant requirements regarding project alternatives in CEQA Guidelines §15126.6.

Response 3-2:
This comment is a general summary of the specific comments in the remainder of the comment letter.  The commentator is referred to the specific responses to comments #3-3 through #3-74.

Response 3-3:
The SCAQMD understands that the commentator does not, by making these comments, waive its concern that federal law preempts the SCAQMD’s authority to adopt the proposed fleet rules.

Response 3-4:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA prepared for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is flawed.  The PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules has been prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide decision-makers with information that enables them to make a decision that intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.  The evaluation of the environmental effects of a proposed project have been as exhaustive as possible in light of what is reasonably feasible analyze.  The courts have looked not for perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.  The PEA prepared for the proposed fleet vehicle rules has been prepared consistent with the goals identified by the courts.  The remainder of this comment summarizes subsequent specific comments.  Specific responses to each of the points are provided in responses to comments #3-5 through #3-74.

Response 3-5:
The commentator states that the “Project Objectives fail to include objectives that the SCAQMD is required or should consider as part of its rulemaking authority.”  Its unclear what is meant by this statement.  Project objectives are required in a CEQA document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15124(b), which states, in part, “The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project.  The statement of objectives contained in the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules complies with all relevant CEQA requirements.

Response 3-6:
As noted in response to comment #3-5, project objectives is a specific requirement pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15124(b). and has a specific meaning with regard to preparation of a CEQA document.  CEQA legislation is codified in the California Public Resources Code §21000, et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines are codified in the California Code of Regulations §15000, et seq.  Similar terminology in legislation contained in other statutes, e.g., the Health and Safety Code, does not necessarily have the same meaning as the meaning in the Public Resources Code or the California Code of Regulations.  As noted in response to comment #3-5, the “Project Objectives” section in the PEA complies with all relevant CEQA requirements.

Response 3-7:
The commentator asserts that the SCAQMD has an obligation to explore clean technologies that utilize traditional fuels, such as diesel and that the project objectives should be revised to include this obligation.  There is not specific legal requirement that the proposed fleet vehicle rules consider a compliance option that includes low sulfur diesel and associated emission control equipment.  It should be noted that the Federal Code of Regulations (40 CFR 86.000-02) defines alternative fuels as “any fuel other than gasoline and diesel fuels, such as methanol, ethanol, and gaseous fuels.”  The comment appears to be confusing the SCAQMD’s rulemaking authority and requirements with the legal requirements for a CEQA analysis of the potential impacts of this specific project.  Health & Safety Code §40001(d)(1) specifics that rules adopted by Air Pollution Control Districts shall include a process to approve alternative methods of complying with emission control requirements that provide equivalent emission reductions.  This statute does not directly apply to the proposed project since it deals with rules applicable to “facilities” and fleets are not facilities.  In any event, the proposed fleet vehicle rules do not require one method of compliance, but require that fleet owner or operators purchase or lease various alternative fuel replacement vehicles when buying new or replacing existing fleet vehicles.  There is limited allowance of diesel vehicles under conditions specified in the proposed rules that have diesel provisions.

The program to encourage clean burning fuels referred to in the comment (Health & Safety Code §40448.5) is authority wholly separate from the authority relied upon for the fleet rules.  Health & Safety Code §40448.5 requires that the SCAQMD establish a voluntary program and expend funding on research, development and demonstrations in furtherance of increasing the utilization of clean burning fuels (Health & Safety Code §040448.5.1).  The SCAQMD has complied with these requirements and established such a program.  Because this program is voluntary, it would not be an enforceable element of this project.

Finally, although the proposed project focuses on replacement vehicles consisting of alternative clean fuel vehicles, provisions are included in some of the proposed fleet vehicle rules for compliance vehicles to be gasoline or diesel vehicles.  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-16.  Consequently, the PEA does analyze potential adverse environmental impacts from the production and use of low sulfur fuel, as well as analyzing potential adverse environmental impacts from associated emission control equipment.  For further information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  Accordingly, the CEQA analysis complies with all relevant CEQA requirements.

Response 3-8:
The SCAQMD has considered cost effectiveness of the proposed fleet vehicle rules in its Economic Assessment.  The SCAQMD intends to continue to comply with this requirement during rule adoption.  

Response 3-9:
As with all other statutory requirements, the SCAQMD will comply with Health and Safety Code requirements regarding assistance to small businesses affected by the SCAQMD’s rules and regulations.  The SCAQMD disagrees, however, that these rule adoption requirements are relevant to the SCAQMD’s CEQA analysis.  The CEQA analysis is independent from the requirements to consider cost effectiveness during rule adoption and to assist small business.  CEQA and the rule adoption requirements impose completely separate obligations on the SCAQMD.  The commentator has not provided any reason to believe that these rule adoption requirements are relevant to CEQA.

Response 3-10:
The commentator asserts that the project objectives inappropriately focus on the use of alternative clean fuels, rather than emission reductions, so that “green diesel technology” is overlooked.  It should be noted that the Federal Code of Regulations (40 CFR 86.000-02) defines alternative fuels as “any fuel other than gasoline and diesel fuels, such as methanol, ethanol, and gaseous fuels.”  However, the PEA does analyze potential environmental impacts of green diesel technology (referred to here as clean diesel technology), including the use of low-sulfur diesel with add-on controls.  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-7.  Therefore, these impacts are adequately analyzed.  For example, the analysis of environmental impacts includes an analysis of refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur fuel, and thus fully discloses potential adverse impacts of refinery changes to allow all diesel produced to consist of low sulfur fuel.  The project objectives may appropriately emphasize clean alternative fuels since such fuels are inherently cleaner burning.  See also responses to comments #3-5 and #3-6.

Response 3-11:
With regard to project objectives, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #3-5, #3-6, #3-10.  With regard to analyzing socioeconomic impacts, CEQA Guidelines §15131 states in part, “[e]conomic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects on the environment.”  For additional information on CEQA requirements relative to socioeconomic impacts the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.  It should be noted that costs associated with implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been analyzed in the Economic Assessment.  Cost information can also be found in the staff reports for PR 1191, PR 1192, and PR 1193.

Response 3-12:
The commentator requests that the project objectives be revised to include various objectives that the commentator contends SCAQMD is legally required to include, based on its statutory rulemaking requirements.  This is not a CEQA comment pertinent to the adequacy of the PEA for the fleet rules.  Further, as stated in response to comment #3-6, CEQA requirements are not contained in the Health and Safety Code, but in the Public Resources Code and the California Code of Regulations.  See also response to comment #3-5.  The commentator is correct in contending that the SCAQMD is required to consider cost effectiveness, impact to small business and other socioeconomic impacts when rulemaking.  Each of these considerations is dealt with in the Staff Reports or socioeconomic assessment documents that are part of the administrative record for these rules.  These elements are not necessarily CEQA requirements and the PEA is not inadequate because these rulemaking requirements are not analyzed in the PEA.  Finally, there is no requirement that the project objectives specifically list each of the laws to which a project is subject.

Response 3-13:
 The commentator states that the PEA fails to describe with sufficient specificity specific rule language for each of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The project descriptions in Chapter 2 of the PEA provide a description for each proposed fleet vehicle rule that is sufficient in detail to allow meaningful analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts.  In addition to draft rule language being available for PR 1191, 1192, and 1193 at the time the Draft PEA was released for public review, draft rule language is currently available for PR 1186.1 and 1194.

The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that preparing a program environmental assessment (PEA) constitutes an abuse of discretion under CEQA.  The CEQA document for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is a program CEQA document prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15168, in part, because the proposed fleet vehicle rules constitute rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria that govern the conduct of a continuing program (CEQA Guidelines §15168(a)(3)).  For any projects that follow, a lead agency can use the PEA as the basis of the environmental analysis for the project.  If impacts from the site-specific project are within the scope of the program CEQA document, no further environmental documents would be required (CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)).  The PEA provides a comprehensive and, therefore, adequate analysis of potential adverse impacts that may result from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  For additional information on program CEQA documents, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-1 and #1-2.  If during the rule promulgation process new significant adverse environmental impacts are identified or existing adverse impacts are made substantially worse, then the appropriate subsequent CEQA document will be prepared (CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1)).  See also response to comment #1-31.

Response 3-14:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the alternatives analysis does not comply with all relevant CEQA requirements.  With regard to CEQA requirements relative to project alternatives, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-14 and #3-1.  In addition, the CEQA document includes a comprehensive analysis of clean diesel technologies including low sulfur fuel and associated control technologies as part of the analysis of the proposed project.  For more information on the analysis of clean diesel technologies, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  With regard to a cost effectiveness analysis for the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.

Response 3-15:
The commentator contends that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is deficient because it does not include a fuel neutral alternative.  Please see responses to comments #1-14 and #1-16.

Response 3-16:
With regard to a fuel neutral alternative, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-14 and #1-16..  It should be noted that the CEQA document does not disallow the use of clean diesel technologies.  Further, the Federal Code of Regulations (40 CFR 86.000-02) defines alternative fuels as “any fuel other than gasoline and diesel fuels, such as methanol, ethanol, and gaseous fuels.”  The CEQA document analyzes the requirements contained in the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Further, the CEQA document includes an analysis of clean diesel technologies as part of the analysis of the project because some of the proposed fleet vehicle rules allow limited use of diesel vehicles to comply with the specific provisions of the various rules.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  See also response to comment #1-14.

Response 3-17:
As noted in response to comment #3-16, the PEA does not disallow the use of clean diesel technology.  Although natural gas (CNG or LPG) is currently a leading alternative fuel for school buses; other alternative fuel engines could be used in this application, from a technological feasibility standpoint, if engine manufacturers desire to market these engines.  Further, the CEQA document includes an analysis of clean diesel technologies as part of the analysis of the project because some of the proposed fleet vehicle rules allow limited use of diesel vehicles to comply with the specific provisions of the various rules.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  See also response to comment #1-14.

Response 3-18:
The SCAQMD is encouraged by the development of green diesel technology.  It is prudent, however, that additional emissions data be developed for vehicles utilizing this technology to ensure that the low emissions characteristics of this technology last throughout the life of the vehicle.  If this can be satisfactorily demonstrated, then the SCAQMD could consider clean diesel as a method of compliance.  It should be noted that the Federal Code of Regulations (40 CFR 86.000-02) defines alternative fuels as “any fuel other than gasoline and diesel fuels, such as methanol, ethanol, and gaseous fuels.”

At the time that the Draft PEA was released to the public and currently, there are no CARB-certified heavy-duty diesel engines available that can meet the methanol equivalency provision contained in H&SC §40447.5.  Further, based on comments received at the various fleet vehicle working group meetings and workshops, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines that can meet the methanol particulate equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for another one to two years.  Similarly, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines to meet the methanol NOx equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for approximate another four to seven years.  See also response to comment #1-16.

Response 3-19:
The CEQA document includes an analysis of clean diesel technologies, i.e., low sulfur fuel and associated control technologies, as part of the analysis of the project because some of the proposed fleet vehicle rules allow limited use of diesel vehicles to comply with the specific provisions of the various rules.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  See also response to comment #1-14.  Further, it is currently unclear what emission rate assumptions should be used for advanced diesel technology option, since this technology is currently in an initial demonstration phase in California.  Once this technology is certified (approved for use) in California, then it may be included in an advanced diesel technology option.

Response 3-20:
The CEQA document includes an analysis of clean diesel technologies, i.e., low sulfur fuel and associated control technologies, as part of the analysis of the project because some of the proposed fleet vehicle rules allow limited use of diesel vehicles to comply with the specific provisions of the various rules.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  See also response to comment #1-14.

Response 3-21:
In this comment various types of clean diesel technologies are described.  As noted in prior comments, clean diesel technologies were analyzed as part of the analysis on the proposed project. See response to comment #1-16.  The commentator also asserts, incorrectly, that there are no environmental impacts associated with clean diesel technologies, including low sulfur fuel.  The analysis in the PEA concluded that modifications to refineries that would enable them to produce low sulfur diesel would result in significant adverse construction air quality impacts in 2001 and 2002.

Until this technology is certified by CARB for use in California and sufficiently tested from an emissions durability standpoint, it is premature to conclude green diesel technology produces the same or lower emission levels compared to alternative fuels.  Nevertheless, SCAQMD is looking forward to the development and commercialization of green diesel technology if this conclusion is reached by regulatory agencies.

Response 3-22:
At the time that the Draft PEA was released to the public and currently, there are no CARB-certified heavy-duty diesel engines available that can meet the methanol equivalency provision contained in H&SC §40447.5.  Further, based on comments received at the various fleet vehicle working group meetings and workshops, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines that can meet the methanol particulate equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for another one to two years.  Similarly, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines to meet the methanol NOx equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for approximate another four to seven years.  See also responses to comments #1-16, #3-18, #2-4, and #3-21.

Response 3-23:
Thank you for providing the information in Tables 1 and 2 of your letter.  Nevertheless, until this technology is certified by CARB for use in California and sufficiently tested from an emissions durability standpoint, it is premature to conclude green diesel technology produces the same or lower emission levels compared to alternative fuels.  SCAQMD is looking forward to the development and commercialization of green diesel technology if this conclusion is reached by regulatory agencies.  See also responses to comments #1-16, #3-18, #2-4 and #3-21.

Response 3-24:
As noted in prior comments, clean diesel technologies, including refinery projects necessary to produce low sulfur fuel,  were analyzed as part of the analysis on the proposed project. See response to comment #1-16.  Regarding the availability of low sulfur diesel, the commentator incorrectly states that the PEA suggests that low sulfur fuel is unavailable and that it is a speculative technology and then cites page 2-12.  Relative to low sulfur fuels, the text on page 2-12 states, “The availability of low-sulfur diesel fuel is a critical component in lowering fine particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines that have advanced after-treatment control devices.”  Indeed, the proposed amendments contemplated for Rule 431.2 would be to substantially lower the sulfur content limits for petroleum-based liquid fuels (specifically diesel) as indicated in the project description for PAR 431.2 in Chapter 2 of the Final PEA.  The commentator is also referred to the responses to comments #2-4 and #3-21.

Response 3-25:
This comment summarizes issues contained in comments #3-26 and #-27.  Please refer to responses #3-26 and #3-27.

Response 3-26:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the information in the PEA is outdated.  First, AIChE (1997) report is not the only reference used to support the analysis contained in the PEA.  A thorough search of references and the internet was conducted to support the information contained in the PEA.  Indeed, many of the references used to provide information on diesel technologies are dated 1999 and there are a few references dated 2000.  Although there are older references cited, the bulk of the analysis relies on information published in the last two to three years.  This information was used because it is still considered to be relevant.

Response 3-27:
With regard to using the most current information available, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-26.  With regard to analyzing advanced diesel technologies, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-64.

Response 3-28:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that there are no significant adverse impacts associated with clean diesel technologies.  As noted in responses to comments #2-4 and #3-21, refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur diesel are expected to generate significant adverse construction air quality impacts.  Further, no significant environmental impacts were identified from the construction of alternative fuel refueling station (the analysis assumed that, on the average, three CNG refueling stations would always be built concurrently until sufficient refueling stations were constructed.  Further, the analysis of the number of AFV refueling stations that would need to be built is a “worst-case” scenario that likely overestimates the actual number expected to be needed.  For a discussion on the conservative assumptions used to estimate the number of AFV refueling stations needed, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-54 and #1-66.  With regard to the air quality benefits of clean diesel technology, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-22.

Response 3-29:
With regard to costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #3-11.  With regard costs generating indirect environmental impacts from delaying the purchase of new vehicles, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-4.

Response 3-30:
The PEA fully analyzes all adverse environmental impacts and concludes that the only significant adverse impact is short-term construction air quality impacts from modifications at Basin refineries necessary to produce low sulfur fuel.  See responses to comments #2-4 and #3-21.  Since “advanced diesel technology” would require low-sulfur fuel, these impacts would still exist.  Therefore, the situation is not similar to that in Kings County, where the EIR omitted information about an alternative that would generate substantially less adverse impacts.  Moreover, the PEA did discuss the environmental impacts of compliance through the use of advanced diesel technology, so pertinent information was not omitted.

Response 3-31:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that a program environmental assessment covering all rules is inadequate for analyzing impacts from the individual rules.  With regard to the rationale for preparing a program environmental assessment, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-1, #1-2, and #1-31.  With regard to preparing individual EAs for each proposed fleet vehicle rule, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-20.  With regard to the level of detail required for a program CEQA document, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-2 and #1-7.  With regard to the adequacy of the project description, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-13.

Response 3-:32
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA fails to analyze potential adverse environmental impacts from greater reliance on alternative clean fuels.  The PEA provides a comprehensive and, therefore, adequate analysis of potential adverse impacts that may result from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  For additional information on the adequacy of the analysis, the commentator is referred to the following responses to comments. With regard to potential land use impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10 and #1-13.  Regarding potential public services impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.  With regard to potential public safety impacts, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-9.  See also responses to comments #1-1, #1-2, #1-7, #1-8, #1-10, #1-16, #1-38 and see also responses to comments #3-33 through #3-36.

Response 3-33:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA did not address land use impacts.  With regard to land use impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10, #1-13, #1-29, and #1-31.

Response 3-34:
The PEA includes an analysis of the indirect air quality impacts of a longer fleet vehicle turnover rate in Chapter 4 and in Appendix F. The net effect of delayed replacement of vehicles would not be an adverse air quality impact; instead the potential benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules would be reduced. As presented in the indirect air quality impacts discussions in Chapter 4 and in Appendix F, the SCAQMD does not anticipate that the turnover rate would be reduced for light-duty or medium-duty vehicles because LEV/ULEV or cleaner replacement vehicles should be readily available at a relatively small incremental cost. The analysis of the effects of longer vehicle turnover rates for heavy-duty vehicles conservatively assumed 10 percent of the heavy-duty vehicle population subject to the proposed fleet vehicle rules and related rule amendments that would be replaced each year would instead be delayed for one year. Therefore, the daily loss of air quality benefits under this scenario would be equal to 10 percent of the daily benefits that would occur if all of the vehicles were replaced each year.  With regard to costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #3-11.  

The commentator asserts incorrectly that greater reliance on clean diesel technologies will result in a faster rate of replacement.  The proposed fleet vehicle rules do not require fleet owners or operate to buy new, or replace existing fleet vehicles by a specific date.  Instead, fleet vehicle owners or operators are subject to the rule requirements only when they purchase new or replace existing fleet vehicles.  As a result, the analysis of emission benefits in the PEA assumes an estimated average vehicle life of seven years.  There is no reason to assume that the fleet vehicle replacement rate would be different if replacement fleet vehicles operated on clean diesel technologies.  

The commentator also incorrectly asserts that the PEA does not analyze potential adverse indirect impacts from the delayed replacement of fleet vehicles because of the incremental increase in the cost of alternative-fueled vehicles.  With regard to the analysis of longer turnover rates, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-111.

The PEA includes an analysis of the indirect air quality impacts of a longer fleet vehicle turnover rate in Chapter 4 and in Appendix F. The net effect of delayed replacement of vehicles would not be an adverse air quality impact; instead the potential benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules would be reduced. As presented in the indirect air quality impacts discussions in Chapter 4 and in Appendix F, the SCAQMD does not anticipate that the turnover rate would be reduced for light-duty or medium-duty vehicles because LEV/ULEV or cleaner replacement vehicles should be readily available at a relatively small incremental cost. The analysis of the effects of longer vehicle turnover rates for heavy-duty vehicles conservatively assumed 10 percent of the heavy-duty vehicle population subject to the proposed fleet vehicle rules and related rule amendments that would be replaced each year would instead be delayed for one year. Therefore, the daily loss of air quality benefits under this scenario would be equal to 10 percent of the daily benefits that would occur if all of the vehicles were replaced each year.
Response 3-35:
With regard to costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #3-11.
Response 3-36:
The commentator provides no basis for the opinion that natural gas vehicles have increased risk of fire and explosion. Risk has two elements, frequency and severity.  Due to the more rugged construction of CNG tanks, the frequency of tank rupture should be less for CNG than diesel in an accident.  See also response to comment in #1-120 concerning NGV Coalition and DOE publication concerning CNG vehicle safety.  See also responses to comments #1-8, #1-9, #1-76, and #1-78.  Hazard identification and associated regulations/procedures were presented in Table 4-30 of the PEA.  A quantitative risk analysis would be premature at this point since it would require speculation as to the mix of alternative fuels in various fleets and the distribution of the fleets and the size of the facility and location of the potential receptor(s).  Before individual fueling facilities are permitted, incremental risk estimates may have to be performed.  See also response to comment #1-31.
Response 3-37:
Staff has evaluated the emissions and economic impact for public fleet vehicles that would be affected by the proposed fleet rules, including vehicles used in support functions such as repair and service vehicles.  Also, private transportation vehicles are included to the extent that they are allowed to pick up passengers at airports, such as taxis and private shuttle vehicles, and are used under contract to public transit agencies to provide public transportation services.  Private merchandise delivery vehicles and delivery trucks (e.g., United Parcel Service vehicles) are not included within the scope of the proposed fleet rules.

Response 3-38:
The commentator’s opinion that the environmental analysis relies heavily on the MATES II report is incorrect.  For additional information on this item, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-32.

Response 3-39:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the indirect air quality impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules are significant.  It should be noted that the information cited by the commentator is from the executive summary portion of Chapter 1.  Chapter 4 of the PEA contains a comprehensive analysis of potential adverse indirect air quality impacts and the conclusion that these impacts will not be significant is supported by substantial evidence.  The commentator provides no evidence to dispute this conclusion.  In the indirect air quality effects sections of Chapter 4 and Appendix F, the PEA presents analyses of potential indirect air quality impacts from removal of transit bus lines from service, longer fleet vehicle turnover rates, and additional fleet vehicle travel to centralized refueling sites. Potential impacts from longer fleet vehicle turnover rates are addressed in the response to comment #3-34, and potential impacts from additional travel to centralized refueling sites are discussed in the response to comments #1-106 and #3-67. In spite of the potential indirect impacts, the analyses showed that the proposed fleet vehicle rules would produce a net air quality benefit.

With regard to potential land use impacts, the SCAQMD disagrees that the proposed fleet vehicle rules will generate significant adverse land use impacts.  Please see response to comment #1-13.  See also responses to comments #1-1, #1-2, #1-7, and #1-10.

The commentator’s opinion that the PEA did not analyze potential traffic impacts.  Regarding traffic impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-72 and #3-40.

Response 3-40:
The SCAQMD anticipates that, to the extent possible, alternative fuel refueling stations will be located at existing public fleet refueling sites (Please see response to comment #1-10).  If additional refueling stations must be constructed at new locations, it is not known and cannot be known at this time where such facilities would be located.  Therefore, it is speculative at this time to assume that the proposed fleet vehicle rules will lead to significant air quality, noise, transportation, or circulation impacts in a specific neighborhood.  This conclusion is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15145.  It is anticipated that individual refueling sites, if required and when ultimately procured, will undergo a site-specific CEQA evaluation by the appropriate CEQA lead agency, typically the agency with general land use authority, such as cities or counties.

However, consistent with the programmatic nature of the PEA, the SCAQMD examined the potential basin-wide impacts to traffic/circulation that might result from public fleet vehicles travelling to different locations than they currently use for refueling.  As presented in the indirect transportation/circulation section of Chapter 4 of the PEA, the SCAQMD evaluated the average increase in daily refueling trips that would occur if all heavy-duty fleet vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules, except transit buses, traveled to different refueling sites than they currently use. Light- and medium-duty public fleet vehicles are not anticipated to require the use of different refueling sites than they currently use because they are expected to be gasoline-fueled LEV/ULEV vehicles.  The analysis concluded that an average of 40 refueling trips would be made each day by heavy-duty vehicles to each site, which is below the significance criterion of 350 trips per site.  See also response to comment #1-72

Response 3-41:
The commentator has misunderstood the referenced text from the PEA.  The conclusion that impacts will not be significant in the environmental areas identified is not based on the fact that no comments were received that refute these conclusions, they were based on the preliminary analysis contained in the initial study.  Although comments were received on the NOP/IS claiming that that impacts in additional environmental areas would occur, these comments were not supported by any data, facts, or other information.  Therefore, the SCAQMD stated that no information was received on the conclusions in the NOP/IS that refuted the conclusions arrived at in the NOP/IS.  The SCAQMD continues to maintain that the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules is comprehensive and supported by substantial evidence. As discussed under response 1-10, if AFV refueling stations must be constructed at sites other than existing maintenance and refueling sites, it is anticipated that they will be sited in appropriately zoned (industrial and commercial) areas, which are areas where previous and extensive soil disturbance has occurred.  Since the proposed project would result in only minor modifications to equipment at existing facilities or minor construction in industrial or commercial settings, little or no site preparation is anticipated that could adversely affect geophysical conditions.  For additional information on land use impacts the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10, #1-13, #1-29, #1-31, and #3-40.  With regard to noise impacts the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-45.

Significant adverse geophysical impacts are not anticipated to occur for many of the same reasons significant adverse land use impacts are not expected.  Public agencies that replace light- and medium-duty fleet vehicles with LEVs, ULEVs, and/or SULEVs, as specified in PR 1191, will be able to continue using existing reformulated gasoline refueling stations.  Further, for heavy-duty vehicles affected by the remaining proposed fleet vehicle rules, it is expected that, to the extent possible, alternative fuel refueling stations will be sited at existing fleet refueling station locations.  The analysis of potential adverse impacts includes an estimate of the number of alternative clean fuel refueling stations (see Chapter 4 and Appendix F), but it is not known and cannot be known at this time where alternative fuel refueling stations would be located.  Therefore, potential geophysical impacts are considered speculative at this time.  This conclusion is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15145.

The fact that the Initial Study included a more global rule (PR 1190) does not mean that potential adverse environmental impacts were overlooked.  PR 1190, in general, would have regulated a larger universe of fleet vehicles than would be regulated by the currently proposed fleet vehicle rules.  This means that the Initial Study overestimated impacts rather than underestimated impacts.  Finally, the rationale for preparing a program CEQA document is provided in responses to comments #1-1 and #1-2.  See also response to comment #1-31.

Response 3-42:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that “dismissal of 8 of 15 environmental topics in its initial study results in a defect in the Environmental Assessment.”  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-41.

Response 3-43:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the SCAQMD failed to consider the opinions expressed by the City of Los Angeles regarding land use impacts.  As noted in the following responses to comments, #1-10, #1-13, #1-29, #1-31, and #3-40, the City of Los Angeles’ statements were unsupported by data, facts, or other information.  The SCAQMD’ conclusion in the PEA that implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules would not generate significant adverse land use impacts is supported by substantial evidence.
Response 3-44:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the SCAQMD failed to consider the opinions expressed by the City of Los Angeles regarding geophysical impacts.  The City of Los Angeles’ statements regarding geophysical impacts were unsupported by data, facts, or other information.  The SCAQMD’ conclusion in the PEA that implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules would not generate significant adverse geophysical impacts is supported by substantial evidence. As discussed under response 1-10, if AFV refueling stations must be constructed at sites other than existing maintenance and refueling sites, it is anticipated that they will be sited in appropriately zoned (industrial and commercial) areas, which are areas where previous and extensive soil disturbance has occurred.  Since the proposed project would result in only minor modifications to equipment at existing facilities or minor construction in industrial or commercial settings, little or no site preparation is anticipated that could adversely affect geophysical conditions.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-41.
Response 3-45:
It is anticipated that 81 percent of the affected replacement fleet vehicles (both light- and medium-duty vehicles regulated by PR 1191) will be either LEV, ULEV or a SULEV vehicles, as specified by PR 1191, that will be able to use existing conventional gasoline refueling stations.  As a result, potential noise impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules, PR 1191 in particular, are expected to be unchanged from the existing setting.

It is expected that heavy-duty vehicles will likely comply with the proposed heavy-duty fleet vehicle rules by replacing vehicles with compressed natural gas-fueled vehicles.  The prime mover to power gas compression at refueling stations is either an electric motor or an internal combustion engine (ICE).  Electric motors are relatively inexpensive, don’t require extensive maintenance, are very reliable, and do not have noise impacts associated with them.  Electric motor compressors tend to be used at small- to medium-sized refueling stations.

Larger refueling stations, such as those used by transit districts, tend to operate compressors using ICEs to avoid the high compressor costs.  The main advantages of ICE-driven compressors are that fuel costs are relatively inexpensive and they are independent of the electricity grid in the event of a power outage.  The main disadvantage of ICE-driven compressors is that they are labor intensive, have higher maintenance costs, are not as reliable as electric motors, and are relatively noisy.  It is anticipated that bus fleet operators, e.g., transit bus fleet operators will install ICE-driven compressors at existing fleet refueling/maintenance locations because they have trained onsite maintenance personnel.  Existing refueling/maintenance bus fleet locations tend be in industrial or commercial areas where noise levels are already relatively high, due to industrial processes and vehicular traffic.  Noise from refueling/maintenance locations would typically be attenuated substantially by distance, air absorption, and other attenuation factors before reaching a community area.  Finally, ICE-driven compressor will normally be installed and fitted with mufflers, silencers or other appropriate noise reduction equipment and located as far from the facility’s perimeter as possible to reduce noise levels to comply with local noise ordinances and applicable OSHA or Cal/OSHA workplace noise reduction requirements.  For all of the above reasons the proposed fleet vehicle rules are not expected to generate significant adverse noise impacts.
Response 3-46:
Cultural resources impacts from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules are not significant for the same reasons that land use impacts are not significant.  The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10, #1-13, #1-29, #1-31, and #3-40.

Response 3-47:
With regard to costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.  With regard to the opinion that greater use of clean diesel technologies will result in a faster fleet vehicle replacement rate, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-34.  

The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that alternative fuel vehicles have a reduced operating range compared to diesel vehicles.  With regard to information on the operating range of alternative fuel vehicles, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-15, #1-50, and #1-112.

Response 3-48:
These comments allege that the term “alternative clean-fueled technologies” as used in the project description must include “advanced diesel technology.”  However, since alternative clean-burning fuels are inherently cleaner burning than diesel, and thus can potentially achieve greater emission reductions, it is legitimate for the project objectives to focus on alternative fuels.  See also response to comment #1-16.

Response 3-49:
With regard to clean diesel qualifying as an alternative clean fuel, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-48.

Response 3-50:
The terms scaled and unscaled refer specifically to the fleet vehicle universe.  The inventory of fleets was derived from a number of sources including direct surveys of public and private fleet owners and operators and information obtained from the California Department of Motor Vehicles, California Energy Commission, California Air Resources Board (CARB), U.S. EPA Region IX, and the U.S. Department of Energy.  The estimate of the affected vehicle universe includes a 20 percent scale-up factor in the event that the initial fleet vehicle surveys underestimated affected public fleets.  This scale-up factor was used to provide a “worst-case” analysis of potential adverse impacts from implementing the rules.  When estimating the potential emission reduction benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, which is based on the total numbers of vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the scale-up factor was not used to avoid overestimating the potential benefits of the proposed project.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the section entitled “The Proposed Fleet Vehicle Universe” in Chapter 4 of the PEA.

Response 3-51:
Chapter 3 provides discussions of the existing environmental settings for the various environmental areas that were originally determined to be potentially adversely affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Including a description of the existing environmental setting is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15125.  With regard to the existing situation for low sulfur diesel, little or no such fuel is produced or imported into the district.  Further, low sulfur diesel does not meet the methanol equivalency provision contained in H&SC §40447.5, whereas by definition, methanol is an alternative clean fuel.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34.

Response 3-52:
With regard to the commentator’s opinion that low sulfur diesel be included in the proposed project as an alternative clean fuel, please refer to the responses to comments #1-16, #3-48, and #3-51.

Response 3-53:
The page cited by the commentator is part of the existing setting section (see response to comment #3-51) and discusses the relative physical and chemical characteristics of alternative clean fuels.  For the analysis of potential hazard impacts resulting from greater use of alternative clean fuels, the commentator is referred to the section entitled “Hazards” in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  See also responses to comments #1-8 and #1-120.
Response 3-54:
As noted in response to comment #3-24, the SCAQMD does not consider the future availability of low sulfur fuel to be speculative.  The commentator’s opinion that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules did not include an analysis of clean diesel technologies is incorrect.  Please refer to responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-40, #2-4, and #3-21.  With regard to costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.

Response 3-55:
With regard to Table 4-6, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-91.  The SCAQMD used Table 4-6 to show comparison of various performance indices for different fuels to illustrate their relative positioning.  The information in the table was not used to assess the potential significance of environmental impacts of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  For the PEA, the SCAQMD did not consider emerging technologies that are not currently available on a widespread basis and did not include the effects of emerging control technology. With regard to diesel being a superior alternative, the Harvard study “Fueling Heavy Duty Vehicles: Diesel or Natural Gas”, January 2000, concluded that “the choice to use diesel or natural gas in heavy duty trucks is not straightforward”.
Response 3-56:
It was the SCAQMD’s intention to consider technologies that are currently available on a wide spread basis and not emerging technologies and this is reflected in the PEA.  There are various studies available that compare the relative characteristics of both alternative clean fuels and conventional petroleum fuels.  A thorough search of references and the internet was conducted and the AIChE study was one of the most current that provided such a comparison.
Response 3-57:
According to the Department of Energy, Clean Cities Fact Sheet, May 2000, “CNG buses cost $25,000 to $50,000 more than a conventional diesel bus (depending on the model and any special equipment that might be ordered), but CNG usually costs less than diesel fuel.  At 25 cents per gallon savings, the typical CNG bus could pay for itself in just a little more than three years.  Greater savings in fuel cost can result in even quicker paybacks.”  According to the DOE regarding maintenance costs, CNG buses require fewer oil changes and have less engine wear due to cleaner operation.  Some transit agencies have reported CNG engines with no signs of needing $3,000 to $4,000 mid-life rebuilds (as is customary with diesel engines).
Response 3-58:
Net energy efficiency in the AIChE study was defined to be a comparison of energy consumed in the production and distribution of each fuel with the energy available from its use. The commentator did not provide any data to support that advanced diesel has 40 percent more net energy efficiency as claimed.
Response 3-59:
It should be noted that the Federal Code of Regulations (40 CFR 86.000-02) defines alternative fuels as “any fuel other than gasoline and diesel fuels, such as methanol, ethanol, and gaseous fuels.”  However, the PEA does analyze potential environmental impacts of green diesel technology (referred to here as clean diesel technology), including the use of low-sulfur diesel with add-on controls.  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-7.  Therefore, these impacts are adequately analyzed.  For example, the analysis of environmental impacts includes an analysis of refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur fuel, and thus fully discloses potential adverse impacts of refinery changes to allow all diesel produced to consist of low sulfur fuel.  The project objectives may appropriately emphasize clean alternative fuels since such fuels are inherently cleaner burning, and since equivalently clean-burning diesel is not yet available.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34.  See also responses to comments #3-5 and #3-6.  With regard to greenhouse gas emissions, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-92.
Response 3-60:
 The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-92 and #3-59.

Response 3-61:
The table modification was not based on CARB diesel. No emerging control technologies were considered in the AIChE study for any of the alternate fuels.  The table was not a comparison of control technologies, but a comparison of the inherent characteristics of the fuels listed.  For this reason, particulate traps were not included.
Response 3-62:
With regard to relative toxicity of CNG and diesel, the commentator is referred to response to comment #1-99.  With regard to nanoparticles, the emission test procedure utilized to quantify the number of nanoparticles generated from natural gas engines may have inadvertently caused the generation of a significant amount of these particles.  The SCAQMD asserts that the test procedure used to determine nanoparticle generation should be refined and approved by CARB and U.S. EPA, and this testing should be applied to alternative fuel vehicles and advanced technology (i.e., low sulfur diesel in combination with particulate filter) diesel-powered before conclusions are formed regarding this particular pollutant.
Response 3-63:
SCAQMD staff has discussed natural gas engine maintenance/reliability with major engine manufacturers, and based on their input, staff believes that natural gas engine technology has matured since its initial introduction, and very reliable products are commercially available at this time.  For example, John Deere Power Systems advertises that their natural gas heavy-duty engines have "diesel like fuel economy, longer service intervals, easier servicing, less downtime, and longer engine life."  Based on the above, staff does not believe that outsourcing of natural gas engine vehicle repairs will be a significant issue.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-50.
Response 3-64:
The commentators opinion that the Draft PEA did not consider “green diesel” technology is not accurate.  According to comments received by the SCAQMD, green diesel technology consists of (1) optimized engine calibration to minimize NOx and other emissions; (2) exhaust after-treatment in the form of Continuously Regenerating Trap (CRT); and (3) the use of ultra low sulfur diesel.  The commentator reports that this technology installed on a school bus has achieved 0.005 g/bhp-hr PM, 3.0 g/bhp-hr NOx, and 0.0 g/bhp-hr HC.  The SCAQMD has not purposely omitted any developing clean diesel technology from its analysis.  The analysis of clean diesel technologies in the PEA is not intended to be an exhaustive analysis of clean diesel technologies.  Rather it is intended as a general representation of the type of clean diesel technologies under development and the anticipated impacts associated with the use of these technologies, which have been qualitatively analyzed in the Draft PEA.  Accordingly, since the green diesel technology incorporates components of clean diesel technologies, the inclusion of the green diesel technology in this Final PEA will not change any of the conclusions made in the Draft PEA regarding the environmental impacts associated with the use of clean diesel technologies.  For the purposes of the impacts analyses in Chapter 4, it is assumed that “green diesel” technology falls under the auspice of the diesel particulate filter technology category.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to Chapter 4 of the PEA.  With regard to the possibility that methanol vehicles will be used to comply with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-38, #1-88, and #1-90.
Response 3-65:
The statement referenced by the commentator on page 4-33 of the Draft PEA is a reference to the fact that some infrastructure changes might be required, such as dedicated low sulfur diesel pipelines and storage tanks.  It has been suggested that dedicated low sulfur pipelines and storage tanks might be necessary because the low sulfur fuel could be contaminated by residual sulfur or other impurities from diesel with higher sulfur.  Although potential infrastructure changes related to low sulfur fuel are considered to be speculative at this time, it is likely that such infrastructure changes would not be required because PAR 431.2 would likely prohibit a person from burning, purchasing, selling, or offering for sale diesel fuel that is not low sulfur fuel.  This means that the likelihood of contamination by high sulfur fuels would be minimal.  As a result, the analysis of potential environmental impacts did not identify any infrastructure impacts from the use of low sulfur fuel, but see responses to comments #1-40, #2-4, and #3-21.

Response 3-66:
In this comment the commentator concurs with the conclusion in the PEA that PM filters in conjunction with PM filters will not generate significant adverse environmental impacts.  No further response is necessary.

Response 3-67:
As explained in the response to comment #3-40, the SCAQMD anticipates that, to the extent possible, alternative fuel refueling stations will be located at existing public fleet refueling sites.  If additional refueling stations must be constructed at new locations, it is not known and cannot be known at this time where such facilities would be located.  Therefore, it is speculative at this time to assume that the proposed fleet vehicle rules will lead to significant localized air quality impacts.

Consistent with the programmatic nature of the PEA, however, the SCAQMD examined the potential basin-wide impacts to air quality that might result from public fleet vehicles travelling to different locations than they currently use for refueling.  As presented in the indirect air quality section of Chapter 4 of the PEA, the SCAQMD evaluated the average emissions that would occur if all heavy-duty fleet vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules, except transit buses, traveled an additional five miles for refueling at different sites than they currently use.  Light- and medium-duty public fleet vehicles are not anticipated to require the use of different refueling sites than they currently use because they are expected to be gasoline-fueled CARB-certified LEV or cleaner vehicles.  In spite of the additional travel to refueling stations, the analysis showed that the proposed fleet vehicle rules would produce a net air quality benefit when the effects of using alternative clean fuel vehicles are taken into consideration.
Response 3-68:
With regard to potential traffic impacts, the commentator if referred to the responses to comments #1-72 and #3-40.
Response 3-69:  The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that the analysis of the safety and health risks posed by the use of natural gas is inadequate.  The SCAQMD researched several known incidents involving natural gas as a motor vehicle fuel and discussed the results of this in the PEA.  The commentator argues that this anecdotal data is insufficient, but has not provided or referenced additional data that should be evaluated.

Storage of CNG, LNG and LPG, including required buffer zones around storage facilities, is subject to the requirements of local building, fire and electrical codes that are typically modeled after state and federal codes.  Local codes typically require that above ground storage vessels for flammable liquids or gases be located a minimum distance from the property line.  Moreover, CNG is expected to be the clean fuel selected by the majority of the HDV operators. As discussed in Section 3 (Existing Setting) of the PEA, CNG is delivered to the facility via pipeline and, in case of “slow fill” systems, is compressed and dispensed directly to the NGVs, eliminating the need for storage vessels. Since “slow fill” systems are expected to be used by the vast majority of fleet vehicle operators the need for above ground CNG storage is expected to be limited to small quantities.

The commentator stated that a quantitative risk analysis for the various compliance options should be prepared.  It is not known and cannot be known at this time where AFV refueling facilities would be located, however, they would typically be situated in industrially or commercially zoned areas similar to gasoline or diesel refueling stations.  The SCAQMD is of the opinion that quantitative risk analyses are not appropriate at this time since these analyses are highly dependent upon site specific conditions.  Similar to the response to comment 1-10 this conclusion is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15145. It is understood that individual refueling sites, when ultimately procured, may need to undergo a site-specific CEQA evaluation that would include such a quantitative risk analysis.

Response 3-70:
The commentator’s opinion that SCAQMD responses to comments submitted by the City on the NOP/IS were non-responsive is incorrect.  The SCAQMD carefully considered all responses submitted by commentators on the NOP/IS and prepare comprehensive responses to all comments submitted (see Appendix C of this PEA).  The commentator has provided no information at all to indicate in what way the NOP/IS comments were unresponsive.  For additional information on why the proposed fleet vehicle rules are not anticipated to generate significant adverse land use impacts, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10, #1-13, #1-29, #1-31, #3-40, and #3-43.  With regard to potential cost impacts of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the SCAQMD’s Economic Assessment.  See also responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #1-19.
Response 3-71:
With regard to faster fleet turnover from the lower cost of using clean diesel technologies, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-111 and #3-34.
Response 3-72:
With regard to a fuel neutral alternative, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-16.  See also response to comment #1-14.  With regard to the possibility that methanol vehicles will be used to comply with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #138, #1-88, and #1-90.
Response 3-73:
With regard to project objectives the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #3-5, #3-6, and #3-10.  With regard to preparing a program CEQA document for fleet vehicle regulatory program, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-1 and #1-2.

Response 3-74:
The documents included here have been incorporated into the administrative record.
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Propsed Fleet Vehicle Rules and ) Proposed Rules 1191
Related Amendments; ) through 1196, and
Deaft Progrsan Environmental Assessment. ) 1186.1 and amendments
) toRuled3t2
Introduction

The Bagios Manufucures Assoeation (EMA isthetade asoriaton reresenting he
eading mantscturs of o wide amay of internal combustion engine, ncloding 050
compression-igaton engincs utlized In heavy-duty cn-highway ficet vhicles. Given is Tong-
sanding commitment to the devclopment of sound, consistet, cost<fictive and feasible
omision aonirol programs for heavy-dury engines and vebicles, BMA has. very serious 4
siguifcant concerns regarding the validity snd eMicacy of the it of proposed fleet vehicle
s (L Proposed Rales 1191, 1192, 193, 1194, 1195, 1196, and 1186.1, and amendments 10
Rule 431 (sollectively, the “Fleet Reles") that the South Coast Air Qualy Management
Diswict (SCAQMD") has shieduled for daption over the next o months.

BEMA previously has made written (2., EMA comespondence dated Jaary 20 and

Masch 21, 2000 and oral subissions to SCAQMD reganding the fundamental problems and

tegal defects that are

‘et in the SCAQMD’s proposed Flect Rules. To dats, the SCAQMD
staff s failed to address, let slone corvect, those fundarental problems. Nevertheloss, und in
addition to those easier submissions, EMA hereby subrits these witten comments in response
(o the SCAQMD's Draft Program Environmental Assessment (he “Drat PEA®) for the
‘proposed Flest Rules. A detsiled below, the Draft PEA, ks the proposed Fleet Rules to which

it purports to elate, is nvalid, inaccurate and wholly inadequate.






[image: image57.png]1 The Proposed Flest Rules
Are Tovalid As & Matter of Law

In its Draft PEA, SCAQMD Staff ciles to Fealth and Safety Code scctions 40447.5 and
20919 as the supposod suthorty for its Fleet Rules, However, Proposed Rules (PRs) 1191, 1192
and 1193 we clearly inconsistent with section 40447.5.  Accordingly, that starutory provision
provides 1o basis for the proposed rulcs. Moreover, ever: If that werc not the case, the Fleet
Rules are also in direct viotagion of the express preemption provistons of Sections 209() and
177 of the feeral Clean Air Act, 2s anonded (the “CAA™.

8 currently drafied, PRs 1191, 1192 and 1193 are inconsistent with Health and Safety
Cade section 40447.5. That statutory provision purports to authorize the SCAQMD to require
fleet opetatons “to purchase vehicles which are capable of operating on methanol or other
equivalently clean burning [equivalent to methanol] alterative fuet.” (Emphasis added.) Thus,
the underlying statutory benchmark for scction 40447.5 s the emissions performance from
curently available motor vekicles and englves dhat operate on methanol. Without utlization of
such a enethanol benchmark, there i o pon-arbiteary viay to assess which of today’s new heavy-
duty motor vebicles and englnes are “equivalendy clean” o current methanol vehicles as
mandsted under the starute.

Contrary to this centaal tenet of section 40447.5, however, the proposed Floct Rules moke
o effort to define an ahtemative-fuel hegvy-duty vehicle” by comparison to the entissions
performance fiom curment methanol-fusled vehicles and engines. Tostead, the proposed Fleet
Rules basically ignore the requisite methanol-based benchmark, and propose 10 define an
altomative fuel heavy-duty vehicle simply as “a heavy-duty vehicle, uban bus or engine that
uses compressed or liquified natural gas, propane, methanol, electicity, fucl cells, or other

advanced techologies thit do not rely on diesel fucl” (Bmpbusis added) Thus, the Flest






[image: image58.png]Rules” benchmatk s simply & wholesale ban on any technology, no mater how: advanced or

“Clean” that i any vy uilies diesl fuel Tt sl ot o an abrogaion of the “diesl plh”
Sust ecently approved by the Aif Resources Board (“ARB) a5 2 part o s ews wban bus ok,
Such o ban, however, without any consideration a all of whcther (ho banned technologies and
el might be caquivalenty clesn to benshmack methanolficled engines and vehickes (20d
similacly without any rgand to whethe the Staff-fovorsd technologies are in fact equivalenty
clean across theie fll etisions profles, inciuding CO and HC crissions) is inconsitent with
and violative of sction 404475 As such, the proposed Fleet Rules arc unlawl and, auite
abviously,shovld notbe approved or adopied.

Heath and Sufty Code sacton 40919(¢) also camnat sty o legitmize tho proposed
Flest Ralos. That secton mcrely provides that sie pollution distics mey include i thoic
atslment plans “[mJessurs 1 achieve tho e of @ sgoifcant number of ow-¢misson oior

vehios by operators of motor vehicles.”, This section, by s own ters, daes not relato o

heavy~duty vehioles or engines. Nor does it warmant or contcmplate & bon on all diesel
techaologies of teformmulated vtz ovw-sulfur diesel fucl,

Justas significant, Saff also has overlooked Health and Safety Code section #0440(a) in
its effort to find same foothokd for its propased ban on diese-fusted engines and vehictes. That
statutory provision makes it cloar that “[iJke south coast distict board shalt adopt rules and

ay

nd rulos nd regolations.” (Bmphasis added )

In ths instance, o5 decafled above, th proposed Fleet Rules are in conflict with sate Jaw,
specifically sction 40447.5 a5 well as ARB's rales and rogulations, and also (as explained

below) are in direct conflict with the express preemption provisions of the foderal CAA.






[image: image59.png]"Mote specificaly, CAA section 209(a) provides in relevant pant that,

No state or any politieal subdivision dhereof shall adopt or atmpt to
enforce any standard telating to tho conteol of emissions from new motor vefticles.
or new motor vehiole engines . No state [or subdivision theteof) shall require
cotification, nspection, or any other approval relating t0 the conirol of emssions
from say new motor vehicle 0t new motar vehicie engine o5 condition to the
initialretail sade .. of such motor vebile, raotor vebicle cagine, or cquivalent. 42
USC. § 7543(a).

Simitarly, section 177 of the CAA provides in eelevont partas follows:
Nothing in this section or n tite 1T [the mobile source provisions] of this
Act shall be construed as awthoriziog any .. stae {or pofiical subdivision)] 1o
prohibit o kit directly or indircelly, the manufacturc or sale of 2 new motor
vehicle or motor vehicle engine (st is cectfied i California a5 mecting
Califoria standards, or o take any 2ction of any kind 0 create, or have the effect
of creating, 2 motor vekicle or mator vehicle enginc different han 2 motor vekicle
o engino certified jn Califoria under Cafifornia standands (a “third vehicle™) or
othenise create such o "third vehicle.” 42 US.C. § 7507.
Tn diect confravention of these onteolling-provisions of foderel law, the proposed Fleet
Rules would effect a ban on the purchase and salo of medium and heavyeduty dicscl-fueled
engines and vehicles for use in virtually all public fleets. This swould obviously prohibir, within
the SCAQMD, the purchase and sale of new motor vehicles othenwise certiied ns mocting oll
applicable California standards. Tndoed, ingsmich a5 one of the main thrusts of the Fleet Rules
scoms to be disected at an abrogatian of Californi’s statewide wban bus rulc — which expressly
allows for the sale of the precise type of vebicles that PR 1192 would ban ~ the Fleet Roles”
contravention of CAA section 177 is quite blatant, Consequently, the Fleet Rules acs invalid and

unlawful. See e, American Auto Mfis. A

Calill, 152 F.34 196, 200-01 (24 Ci. 1998)

s, the Fieot Rl are violative of bt state and federal law. Consequently, the
Draf PEA (ke the Fleet Rules themselves) is necessarly invalid ss 3 matter of la, and so
cannot satsty he roquiements of the controling satvtes, nchuding, but not it o, the

Califomia Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA”). Cal. Pub, Res. Code §§ 21000 et seq.






[image: image60.png]2. TheDraft PEA Is Necessarily Tnvalid Sitce Fhe SCAQMD
Hs Drafted Quly Three Out OF s Eight Propused Fleet Rules

The SCAQMDY's proposed Fleet Rues would regire govermmentl agencis nd certain
otherpublic feet operatos with et of 15 or nuor vehiels operating within the SCAQMD to
acquir “ltcmative-fuel vehicos when adding o eptacing fcetvehices, This flet “progran”™
—hich i ssence sanounts o a banon disel fuls and technologies - puprtsto consist of he
oltowing eight proposed rles:

1191 Clesn On-Rosd Light-and Medium-Duty Public Flet Vebicles

1152 - Clean On-Road Trnsit Buses

1193 - Clean Or-Road Residential and Commetcial Waste Refuse Collection
Vebicles

1194 - Coromenial Almport Ground Aceess

1195 - Cloan O Road Schaol Buses

1196 ~ Clean OreRoad Heavy-Dusy Pubic leet Vehicies

1186.1 - Allemative Fuel Sweepers

4312~ Sufar Content of Liqid Fucls

Howwsver, 0 this poiat, SCAQMD St has drafted and ciculsted for publi review and

comment ony the st three (PR 1191-1193) o the ight roposels. There has beem 1o poblcly
cireutaed duat of any Kind reiting o any of the five other proposals,  Accordingly, the
supposed fleet "program” s ot been fully dafed et alone made avallable for publc review
and comment, ny emirormental impset report that puports t conside the “progran” as 2

swhole is thercfore nothing more then & guestimete, at best. Tndoed, without the benefit of the

actual provisions of five-¢ighths of the regulatory “program at issue, it is simply impossible to

prepare a prograr-wide PEA that is capable of receiving fair and informed public commentary.

Teis, in fact, @ lear violation of procedural requirements to demaid public review and comment






[image: image61.png]ona PEA before the underlying program has cven besn drafed and ruade avaiable 10 the public
“Fhus, the Drat PEA is goin fndamentaly invald

Similarl, even thongh the proposed Fleat Rules will be covsidered by the SCAQMD
Board as scparate proposals over & period ofseversl months, tho Draft PEA purpors 1 evatunte
the cotal irapact of tho entics series of proposed rules and amendments as one “program” - lbsit
an undiefed “program.” Therefose, the benefits and decsimens from esch of the separate Flecx
Rule are ot rcported i the Drat PEA, In adiion,altzough the Droft PEA acknowiedges tiat
here will be substantial coss essociated with some if not al of the proposed Fleet Rules, those
significan costs e not even touehed tpon in the Draft PEA. Instead, SCAQMD Suff oaims
hat asepasae sociosconomni fmpact analyss il be prepared and rlcased fo the public pror (0
e publio bearing for cach praposed rule (Page G-1-23). But that analyss, to this date, s Yot
o be propared and disseminatod for review. This represents mors thas anotte exaple of
‘SCAQMIDs fulure to provide needed information sbou the “grogram” 2s 2 wholc ( the publics
his flfuze onstintes mofher slear violtion of CEQA.

More specifically, the CBQA Guidelings (Tile 14, §§ 15000 et seq) (at § 15131 provide
hat the cconomic or social offects of & praject may be used to detemins (e significance of
physical snvironmental changes caused by the projeet. In this case, the proposed Fleet Rufes
would compel massive conversions of the Sowh Coasts foeling and tansportation
infiastructures to narural g, The “changes” ikely fo esult from this mandated conversion aad
edegloyment of socital respusccs mast cevainly will be significant. Thus, or the SCAQMD
simply t0 ignore the cconomic and social efects of s program in it Draft PBA is inconsistent.

with CEQA and wholly impropet. It also deprives the public of any fair apporounity to consider






[image: image62.png]such costs aad harms in subsiting comments to the SCAQMD in advance of it closing of the

comment period on the Droft PEA. This again constifutes an abusc of prosess.

3. The Availahility Of Feasible Alternatives To
‘The Proposed Flcet Rules Readers Them Faval

“The main purposes of an envizonmentl impact repart (‘EIR") under CEQA acet () 10
provide public agencies and the gencrel public with detaled information abou the effct that &
proposed “project” is kely to liave on the environment (i to list the ways in which the
signifiant adverse impacts of such a project might be minimized; and (i) to indicate fessivle
shematives to such & project. Set, e Cal.Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002, 21002.1(3), and 21100,
EIR's are requircd Where 2 “project” may have & signifcant effect o the cnvironment
(e, a poentially adverse change in the eavivonmen). Tn cecten cicumstaices, a “plan” may be
subenited i e of an FIR. Such & “plan” must ol a doseription of e proposed “acivity,”
potential aleroativesto ths sctviy, and mitigation measues to winimize any significent adverse.
effects on the eaviroument from the setviy, Cal. Pub. Res, Code § 21080.5(0)(3). In additon,
CEQA mandates that any vegulaory actviy for whish such a “plan” s submitcd. “will ot be

approved or adopted a5 proposed if there are feasible altematives or feasible mitigation measures

available which would substantialy lessen any significant adverse effect which the scfivity may
have on the environment” Cal. Pub, Res, Codle § 21080 S()(2)(A) (cmphasis added).
In this case, as detailed below, there aro fossible altematives to the proposed Flect Rules

which will provide greater emission berefits while avoiding the sigaificant costs and detriments

hat nccessarily will result rom the SCAQMD's proposed Fleet Rules. Conscgucntly, the Fleet
Rales are in violsion. of CEQA and 5o (for this reason among oths) cannot be approved or

adopted. Seesupra.






[image: image63.png]4. The Draft ¥EA Improperly Rejects
inble Alternatives As Infeusible

Ao an iniial malir, the Drst PEA slinates consideraton of soveral potenial
atematives (o the proposed Fleet Rules bszd oo iholly insufficient grounds.  For example,
recommended alterative #2 - Fucl Newtat Enision Standacd i ehiiosted by Saff vith the
followiog simpliscic and elf-seving comment:
“The proposed fest vehice rules aro sonsidered fel neual because

affected fleet ovimcrs have & range of clea el they can use for compliance,

The only major fuel type not alowsd by the proposed e i clzan dicsel because

the technclogy s ureenly ot available” (Page 521

T s sioply not tue. Pt the Plat Rules clely are ot “fuel nenral” ingsmuch a5
oy propose to ban the mostpopalas and widely-used fue for heavy-duty applcatons. Second,
o sl isse fuel and afterteatment technologicsgan be readily svallble i the South
Coust. Thus, purported issue elating toth cuent avatiabilty of clan-dicsel eobnlogies are
ot sufficent grounds for the ejection of tis slemative, espesially when leading fuet and
engine mamufuctress ar vigorously phceuiog this opion and he proposed Fleet Rules are lacd
1t be implemented over the et decade o even longes, Clean diesel vehicles thnt meet e same
emisson and perfrmance standsuds s et fiels wil ave th same ai qualty benefis 3 tho

ofher fuels. Consequendly, such vehicles should nat be di

fssed out-ofhand 4s the SCAQMD

bas done.

SCAQMD similadly has rejected socommended altermarive #7 -» Allow Fuel Cells - on

the following bas

“Commercial availabiliy of fucl cell buses s not expested for several
yeass. Continuing to sllow buses t0 be replaced by diesel-fueled buses is not
‘onsistent with the objectives of the proposed project.” (Pags 5-3)

The alterative of allowing teansit and school bus operatars flexibility to- choose

advanced diesel tochnologies now in anticipation of fuel celf technologies in. the furre is an






[image: image64.png]altemative that should be crefully cvaluated. A profibitively expensive switch 1o one
altermative fucl (natural gas) that i folloswed within  decade by a switch to another aliernative
fuel will waste resources and require the costruction of additional facilitcs with accompanying
emissions detriments, Todeed, the Drat PEA scknowledges that fuel cell technology il be
necessary 1o meat ARB's zero emission transit bus standards (page 2+13) and further
acknosledgos that the propased rules shovld allow for different compliance approsches (page -
5. To pursue a series of Fleet Rules that will render impracticable necessary and dosired
nvestments i ful cell technologies is unwarranted and unwise,
5. TheDraft PEA Materially Understates The

Detriments That Will Result From The Fleet Rules

‘The Draft PBA hs properly recognized thet there will be siguificant emission increases.
(or detriments) related to the construetion and. operation of the natural gas infrastructures and
efuseling stations that will be neccssitated by the proposed Fleet Rulcs. The Draft PEA claims,
however, that these sigrificant adverse air quality impacts will be temporary, with Wil
construction activiies ceasing within five years. (Page 1-14). A review of the various
assumptions underlying the SCAQMD's calculations indicates that the Draft PEA makes sevoral
uarealistc assumptions concerning the overal infrastructere-convession effort and the increascd
emissions that will resuit from the construstion of new refining, transportation and refusling.
fucilities. These unrealstio assumptions relate both to the tisning and the amaunt of increased
eamissions i the worst-case.

Por exaraple, the Deaft PEA sssumes that
1. Refueling stations will be constusted “wniformly over a five year period (o accommodate

the entite Infrastructure needs for the total universe of vehicies affected by the proposed
cule and celated amendments. This five year period takes into account the assumption that






[image: image65.png]the affected fleet operators will build infrasteuoture neads early for their entie flect, which
will most likely be replaced over a longer period of Gime." (Page 4-16) and

2 The construction of alf of the new refheling staions would require excavation and removal
of an existing undergrovnd diesel or gasoline fueltaok. (Page F-2).

These assumptions are cxceedingly siomplistic and uncalitic, For exaraple, under the.
proposed Fleet Rules, individual vehicle flects wil be replaced over an extended period of firte,
3 result, fleet operators will bave 1o provide and maintain dval fueling facliies for their floct
This will cxtend the time required for conversion of the infiustructure thereby extending the time
and fmpacts of the detriments that will flow from the Fleet Rulcs. [t also will require new fuct
tanks i addition to (ot solely in liew of) those already in place, which in tum will require
additional space and, (£ such on-sitc space is 2ot evailable, aditional faclitics. Thus, given the.
unreatistc assumptions that serve as the basis for the Druft PEA it is clear that SCAQMD has
Significantly understated the defriments that will esult ftom jts proposcd “program.”™

6 The Draft PBA Misrepresents The
Purportei Benefits Of The Fleet Rules

T emission benefitsofthe proposed Flet Rules e presented in Tables 47 and 4-8 on
pages 4-12 and 413 of the Draft PEA. However,th emision reductons noted e 5ot put nfo
perspective with th ai quality concerns notedin Chaptee 3 ~ the Bisting Setting. For linear
o scsondary polltans,sich s prichary PMID and CO emissions, i i suficient (o compare
e rmission changes 1o the oversl inventory and put his comparison in the context of the

current and expected future non-atiainment siviation. However, for pollutants that are fomied

T daitional wnrealiste sssumptions also maks up the core of the Draft PEA. lndeed, corteary 1o
‘SCAQMD’s assumptions, efusting faillties willnot b bt on an even, phasedsin shedul, s thaugh
orcheseated by 3 ceqtal planning bieat, These constuction acivitie of necessity willbe episodic snd,
o arge extent, randorn, Further, the assurapton thateach frilsy willbe constructed over a single five-
o nino day period (Table F-1) is il unceasonable. Projest dolys, onavaiability of subcoRtactors of
supplics, snd similar typieal sonsiuction ntemmuptions necessarily wil oxtcnd the duration of dhese
projecs snd wil incscase the b of projects hat 15 t-going at any e tie.

10






[image: image66.png]wough no-linear atmospheric tansformations, such as ozone and the nicrate portion of PM0,
the air quelity changes due to the proposs] must be evaluated with phatochemical models. The
Draft PIA doss not even atiempt o do this.

Further, the benefits in reduced diesel partiulate emissions noted in Table 4-8 of the
Draft PEA, which supposedly range feom 48 to 80 tons per year in the year 2010, need 1o be pue
into perspective with tho current and expected futare iess] pasticulate emvssions in the abscnoe
ofthe proposed Fleet Rules. For example, the 1998 average daily emissions of diesel particulare
axe listed in Tablo 3-3 on page 3-16 as 77575.5 theiday, which is cqual to 14,158 tonsivear.
Based on s caloulation, the Draft PEA indicates that the proposed Plect Rules wil potenially
yield reductions ia diesel particulate emissions in 2010 of just 033 percent of curcent emission.
lovels. This relatively miniscule benefit should be fully explained and compared with the mote
effective altomative programs (¢2. Tetrofit progeams) that could be institwed in lieu of the
SCAQMD’s uslaseful Fleet Rules.

The Draft PEA also indicates that the heavy-duty vebicle NOX emission benefit in 2010
will be 467 tonsfyear, which is somewhat over ane ton per day in the South Coast Air Basin.
This is also just & smali fraction of the NOx lnventories roferenced in the 1997 Air Qualty
Mstagement Plan.

For heavy-duty vehicles, the expested reductions in crteria emnissions are primarily NOx
ecnissions. Surplus reductions in NOx emissions (begond those required in the AQMP) may be
problematical, however, because they may actually increase 0zone formarion in the South Coast
AirBasin, Tt is well known: that the chemistey of 0zone formation is complex and non-linear. In
prtioulst, NOX redustions In a VOCHimited chemical regime can cause ozone formation to

imcrease. Tndeed, it has been clearly established that the azone on weekends in the South Caast

n






[image: image67.png]Air Basia is now higher than the 0zone an weekdays in spite of the fact that NOx precursor
coneentrations are substantialty lovwer on weekends compared to weekdays. Also in recent years
the highest ozone concenations ot imany sites in the South Coast now accur on Sundays when
the NOx precursor concentrations are the loswest of the catire week.

The ARB along with the Department of Encry and the Caordinating Research Cotneil
have wiajor progranas underway 1o wnderstand this phesomenon and the policy implications that
Slow fom i, In the process of evaluating data from the South Coast, it has boen established that
the VOC/NO satios in the Basin exe in the VOC-limited chemical regine, that ozone formation.
from a given NOK level is cnfnced on weekends, and tha the extent of reaction a5 mcasured by
photachenical indicators is consistent with VOCHinited conditions throughout the populsted
areas of the South Coast Air Bashn.  All these findings imply that surplus NOX emission
reductions may actually increase ozone formation, and thus may be @ deteiment rather than &
benefit as indicaed in the Draft PEA. Becauso of the possibilicy that the proposed Fleat Rules.
could have an ozone detriment, it is ineumbent on SCAQMD to at least evaluate the possibilly.
SCAQMD bas the modeling capability to evaluate the impact of the proposed Fleat Rules on
ozone and PM10 formation. If tho proposed Fleet Rulcs do produce an ozone derriment, it
means SCAQMD would have to find addiional VOC reductions from stationary sovrces o
offset these detriments in furure AQMPs.

7. The PEA’s Calculations Of The Supposed Beacfits To Be
Derived From The Fleet Rules Ace Flawed Aud Mistaken

& Purported Heavy Duty Vehicle Benefits
The Draft PIA contaias an sssessment of a “Baseline” case along with an inappropristely

rostioted rumber of alternatives. Tn this rogard, the Draft PEA rofers to the “Baseline” casc a5






[image: image68.png]bt which implementst proposed Flct Rl (nefuding somehow those which have not cvem
been drafied). Thas, the Baselin i ot th type of “ho-<ortrol” saso that typically serves a5 &
true “baseling” i ot regolstory snalyss.

VA’ techiient consultants (A Improvertent Fesourees, f, (*ATR") have perormacd
a detailed review of the Bsclins 35 vel) o3 what SCAQMD refrs 1o a5 “Afterative B.”
Alemaive B is ot 6 eflct he ARB's rocotly-adopte nrban s ule with an siional
assumption tht those same uban bus enssion standards would eventualy be roplemenied by
cither the AR or U.5. EPA for hosvy-duty teecks saring in 2007. The SCAQMD's effort &

comparing the two aliernatives s shown in Table 1 below.

Table 1. HDV Benefits (tons per year) of the PEA Proposal
Baseline ematve B

Vear BT NOx 2] O
2000 T g J T
2001 T 75 T £
2000 gl 763 7 7
2003 1z} = 1y 1i2)
2008 ] 3 b TR
7005 ) 39 1 7
7006 yil 365 2 7
2007 ] 390 2 757
2008 3 (31 £ 566
2005 a3 a1 7] BT
2010 L3 47 3 %5

The SCAQMD's resuls would sppear 1o show that the Bescline proposal provides
greator PM and NOK emission edutions shan Allemative B, Howeves, due fo inconsisensies in
e manner by whih SCAQMD stimstod snd compared the emission beaefits between the two
atermativs, the SCAQMD's results 4ad conchusion ars misteken. More specifically, and s

detailed below, AIR’s more thorough Toview of the emission benefits of the Baseline and

13






[image: image69.png]Akemative B hes tevealed serioas flaws in the SCAQMD's inventory modeling — flaws that

affect e overall conclusions and validity of the Draft PEA.

[

Flaws Relating To SCAQMIYs Breparation Of The Bascline Case

AIR's principal concems with the SCAQMD's puported Baseline case can be

summasized as follows:

1

Inasrech as the ARB bus rule bas been finalized, it should be incorporated into die
Bascline case, so that the Baseline case estimates only tho true incremental benefits of the.
raft Fleet Rules tt sctually go beyond the AR regulations.

The SCAQMD table of supposed emission bencfits for HD vehicles does ot adequately
idenify e eanission inorcases that vl sesult from construstion actvities necessitated by
the propascd Fleet Rules during the 2000-2004 time period. (Scc discussion, supra)
Benefis were prosented in tons per year in tsble 4-8 of the Draft PEA and in Appendix B,
and cmission increases wese presented Lates i the report in Iosiday, only for one year of
the anelysis: 2002. Benefits and detdirents should be presented in the table in all years so
that the reade can propesly evaluale these impacts.

The Baseline caso undecestimates NOx benefis for 2001 and 2002. NOx berefits vere
estimated as the diference between the 4.0 ghps NOX standard and the 2.5 HCANOx
Standard (5.5 g/hpehe). However, the 2.5 gbip-he standard includes both NOx and HC.
‘Accordingly, NOX emissions lone under the 2.5 standard should b6 closer to 2 ghp-hr,
Tesuling i 3 difference of 2 g, ot 1.5 ghprhi.

The maximum PM benefit casc is unealistic and should be dropped from the analysis.
The data relating o these maximem BM reductions (page E-S) have not been validated,
£ the test cycle from which they were derived Is not consistent with the othor data
reported i the Draft PEA.

s noted sbove, the supposed bencfits, when calculated properly, should be put into
context with the overall NO and PM inventories in the South Coast Air Basin, 50 that
intercsted parties can properly evaluate the relative significance of the fleet proposals &t
s,

1
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AIR's principal concarns with “Altemative B” can be summarized as follo

1. The most seciows concem with Altermatioe B is that it uses a different base case than the
SCAQMD's Baselioe case. The Allemalive B hase case emissions are ouuch lower than
the base case emissions used in the Bascline Case above, 5o that the eroission benefits of
Altemative B ae significanly ndersstimated, and canaot be adequatly or fatly
compared to the Baseline case.

2. A sccond problem with Alicrative B i that NOX beefits of 0.2 p/bpeh are assumed even
Tor vehiclcs that rmust teet a 0.2 g/hp-h standszd. In other words, if diesel vehicles must
tneet 2 0.2 ghp-hr standard, then aliematively fucled vehiclss are assumed to mest 0.0
/bp-he. This i clearly no ceafsti.

4 SCAQMD's Miscalulation Of Supposed Benetts

Based oo the work of AIR, ¢t foth below i descrption of s process that SCAQMD
Sttt wed to esimate emission beneis for bt the Baseline and Allematve B cases Also
tased on the review condicted to dete by AIR, necessary rovisions e made 1o improve the
scouay of theemission model, and then r-derve and compse emission benefis for the two
cses

. Genersl Lventory Method Used

“The Draft PEA estionates nvssions benchits the followiog generst equation:
Benefit (95) = Cumaltive S [ enaine benficin ghphe * comversion fator in bp-hoii *
Papulation/10 * Annual Miles /908,000 gramston]

Bovefits are ctimted fo three differet types of heavy-duty lec vehices. nputs and

descriptions for these vehicles are shown in Tabls 2.

om beneft, emission inventories for @ contol case must be subtrzcied from 5 base
case. To comipare two ifferent corlrol progeams, the eonro] programn snventories are differet, b the
bas case nventorcs mustbe the same. In th case of he Baselin caso and Altemarive B, the base case
mventories are not the same. For exaraple,for PM, the Bascline case assaes eontiuation of the 0.1 P
Stndard, while Alfemative B assumes implemettacion of 8 0.0] ghp-s stadard in 2007, This is a
significant and wholly unreasonable and uofai) inconsisency.
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[image: image71.png]Table 2. Emission Benafit Inputs for HD Analysis

Topus HDVI™ HDVT OV

Teseription Teack T bue Non-contracted
school bus.

Fopufation 6197 T 348

Cascline Fraction 0.05 ] 033
les/Year 5,000 0000 12,000

Canvsston Fastor 26 43 26
(bhp-hof)

The ey o tho SCAQMD's attempted calculation of supposed entission benefits is the
manner in vihich the per-vehicle engine benofts arc estimated for the two cases (Bascline and

Atemnative B). Estimated Bascline case emission benefits are shown in Table 3.

“Tbls . Haseline Emission Boneltts (g/hp-ir)

Yerr EDV BDVZ HOYT
NOx [ PM(iy | NOX | PM(oim) | NOx_| PGy
0L 5 007 T3 00 13 007
202 034 007 ) 002 [0} 007
2005 02 0,07 02 0.0 02 007
2004 02 007 02 002 02 007
2005 02 g 02 (23 02 407
2005 02 007 02 (U2 02 907
2007 02 007 02 02 02 007
2008 [} 007 02 502 03 007
2000 02 007 07 502 0 007
om0 02 007 o2 00 02 507

. Benefits of HDY1s and HDV3s

‘The NOx et

o benofits for 2001 are esimatd s he diference berveen e 4 pbhy-
i NOX standard and the 2.5 NO + HC standid aenlly, a notod above, tis should be dho
difecence betseen 4 ghpph snd 2 by, since the 2.5g sndard is HC + NO, and HC
emissons are expested o be sbou 0.5 hp-he. The 2002 csimate is 10112 times the 2001

Sueled vahioles once the 25

estinatc, and 2/12 times 0.2 — the essumed benefit of atern

s implomented in October of 2002, For PM, the bencfit is estimated as the
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[image: image72.png]difference betsoen the 0.1 gfbhp-hr standacd, gad an assumed altermative fucl PM lovel of 0.0
‘/hp-h. Tho 0.03 g/bp-hr level apparenty is the average of certain 1993 DDC engines tested on
smethanol.

Benefits for HDV2s

The estimated NOx benefits for these vehicles are the same as above. The PM benefits
reflect the lower PM standard for wben buses (0.05); the same level of 0.03 is assumed for

altemative fueled buses,

SCAQMD's estimated per-vehicle emission benefits for Alemtive B are shown in
Table d.
"Table 4, Alfernative B Bmission Bencits (gp-iry
Year HDVI HDVZ i}
NOx_| PMGn) | NOx [ PMGmy | NOx | PM G
2007 13 007 i3 002 15 007
0 027 007 024 007 [0X3 007
00 02 0.07 02 007 03 007
2007 02 007 02 [ 03 507
7005 02 007 02 ) 0z 007
7006 03 007 [} T [ 007
2007 07 g 0z 0 02 ]
2008 07 T 02 T [ 5
209 [ T [ 0 02 (]
2010 07 T 07 [ 1%} 0

The esimated NOX beneit n Table 4 ar the same as in Table 3 for the three vebicle
ypes. The P bemsfics ae assumed to drop to 5 2007 for HDV1s and s, and for HDV2s
12008, because of e educton s the PM standaed from 0.1t 001, Howeve, the FM bensfits
are ot b freited consistently. For exaanpl, the PM benchit for HDVIS in 2006 is 0.0,
ki 5 he diffrenco i the 0.1 standard and 0.3, In 2007, the PM sandard i assumed 0 be
rediced t0 001 The benei hould be 01001, o 0.09. stend, i s 0. A sl case could

b mde for HDV2s and HDV3s. “Thus, it appears that Altemmative 8 is not accurately reflocting
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[image: image73.png]the cnission reductions of (e ARB rulemakings g5 I claims to b, but rather only the remining
aission reductions of the SCAQMD's proposed Flect Rules once the ARB rules are
irmplernented. This s  misleading and unfnly skewed porceyal of Altemative B by SCAQMD.
Also, the NO standard assumed for 2007 and latr buses and HDTs is 02 gibbgelr. It is
herfore ot clear why & 0.2 benefit vas sssumed after 2006 for say vehicle type.  Finally,
SCAQMD multplied the emission bensfitsfobuses for Alieraaive by 0.5, which accounted
for an assumption that, under the AR nles, three-quaters of e buses would be alteratively
focled. However, tio ARB assumed tho opposite — i was assurmed that most buses would i fact
ok the dieselpath. This oo has reultd in an unfely skewwed porteyal of Altamtivo B.
v, Reviston of Benefis

In Tight of the laved and skevied maoner in which the Drafl PBA has fried 10 compare
the Baseline Case with Aliemative B, SCAQMD should estimate the benefits o the ARB bus
and ruok tegadations sepecately rom the SCAQMD proposal so that he benefits can b directly
comparcd. Despite the SCAQMD's fite to make this cleas comparison, AIR has attanpted to
s the spreadshests just cocently provided by the Staffto assess more securtely the emission
benefits of both the SCAQMD “Baseline Case” and the ARB-derived Altemative B proposal*
AIR also has used the information provided in the Draft PEA document on crission inorsases in
Appendi F to show yeanby-ycer envssion benefits and detiveuts. Table 3 shows the
comested and recaleulated benefits of the SCAQMD's Basciine proposal, the significant

detiments that wil result from that proposal, and the oversll net henefits in tons per year.

T Daapivs soverl requests, i was only Witk the pas 10 days that SCAQMD made avsilable to EMA's
technieal consalunts the spresdeheet data tht is 5o crifsaly necessary to any thorough review and
<omment on he Draft PEA. s a esult, SCAQMD fhas iled to provide he required eview period under
CEQ/ 1. Pub, Res, Cod § 21091(a).For ths teason 00, he Draft PEA s vioktive of CEQA
and 0 fovalid
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[image: image74.png]“Table 5. Revised Benelits of the Bseline Proposal (py)

Verr “Total Bencits Detrments et Benefis

M NOR N NOX M NOX
00, 0 [ 62 150 £¥] 50
7061 37 152 27 {107 | 998 3
7002 37 345 088 | 1502 | 1000 16T
2003 B8 34 28 73 ) 277
2004 88 399 Jick 754 [x) 2%
2005 75 o5 % 701 a7 335
2006 785 w0 07 26 183 557
2007 75 7% 5 58 2 360
2008 384 301 128 1100 58 31
05 T34 527 i3 06 7 376
10 83 552 755 12 323 T

‘As shown in this table, the irital benefis are higher than in the draft PEA docaent due
to the change in the first two years' NOx benefit from 1.5 0 2.0 ghpei.  However, the
significant dettiments greatly reduce these overali benefits, for both PM and NO*.

Thie corrected berefits of Altemative B (the ARB urban bus rule as fater expanded to
trucks in 2007) are shown in Table 6, and are compared o the cotrected net benefits of the
'SCAQMD's Bascliae Proposal as sct forth sbove. This analysis assumes that all flects ake the
iesel path under the ARBS regulatory progeam, and that, sinilar o the SCAQMD's artioulation
of Alemative B, the 02/0.01 bus standurds are carriedhover to heavy-duty trucks statting in
2007. For simplicity, AIR has ignored the additional retrofit requirements of the ARB bus ruls,

but those requitements would obviously increase the comparative benefits of the Akiemiative B

proposal even mors.
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[image: image75.png]“Tabie 6. Benelits of Alternative B (py)
Vear Aeatve B NetBaseline | Différéuce (B-Baselies)
P NOx M NOx M NOX
2000 [ (0 62 130 52 T30
2001 0 7 590 T3 £ 13
o0 0 [ T00.1 168 1001 | 1678
7003 0 [ o piid B 3]
2004 23 0 (X} 299 20 T66
705 59 220 a7 %5 EX) T639
5006, EE] 350 ji) 357 95 74
2007 62 539 7] 360 33 T98%
2008 76 788 76 361 =20 470
2009 301 18 7 376 5] (D))
2010 £ 07 g 3908 57 T2
Towl NE LY NE A i) T

“The comparative andlysis set foch in Table 6 domonstates (hat while Afirnative B
yiclds o materil beaeft in 2000-2003, it alo avaids the sigoificant detriments that will result
fromthe SCAQMDY's *Baseline” proposal duting that same perod. Thereale, he P and NOX
caission reductions wsulting from Aliemativo B will ncreass quickly. More specificaly, the
M beneftsof Alsrotive B ar s lss than the Baselne for  few years, but then rapidly
satch wp and exceed the Baseline. NOx covision heaefits of Alterative B aro zerd for & fest
years, and theo accelerate apicly with th iraplementation of the 0.2 standard, st for busos,
and then lator for rucks.  The Last two colomus of Table 6 show the compacative benefts of
Altmative B over the SCAQMD Baselne case. Positve nunbers inicate that the berefits of
(he ARB-based “Atemnative B” esceed the Boseline that represents the proposed Tleet Rles.
Nogative numbers indicate that the Baseline benefits exceed the “Altemative B” proposil.
Unlike the SCAQMD esttate, both sets f estimated benefitshere ace estitated fom precisely

the sarme set of the base case emission standards, 5o they are direetly comparable.
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[image: image76.png]{n the first. fow years, the "Allematve B proposa is clearly seperior because of the
significaut envionsnontal detsinzets of he SCAQMD proposal. PM emissions rs much igher
it the Baselne cas. Ta th middle years, the Bascline cas resuls in lower eissions. In the
(nter years, howeres, the “Alemative B proposel sgaia sl n greater overal emission
teductions.

Table § sums the cumlative diffirences at he boriom of the fast two columms, This
analyss leuy shows that the aissions benefits tha would reselk from an Altemative B (ARB
s and e ruck) proposal would sgnificanty exceed the beneits derived from the proposed
Pt Rales by a wide margin. This i direely conteeytothe information assertcd i the Drat
PBA and wholly undermines the SCAQMD's proposed. Feet Rales, especilly given the

sigoificant ealy detriments (ot to mention casts) of those othervise unlawful proposals.

v. Relative St of the Benefits

“The misstated berefits of the Fleet Rules axo stated fo the Draft PRA i terms of tons per.
year. Whill this is not a fundamental robletn, unkike many of the other defeets in the Draft
PEA, most inventorics are estivated in terms of tons per day. Thus, the public may have the.
impression that the proposed Fleet Rules will esult in sizoable ernissions teductions, when this is
clearly ot the case. Tn 2010, for example the proposed Fleet Rules are estimated (albeit in an
overstated manner as noted above) t teduce emissions by 0.13 1od fox PM and £.28 1pd for NOx.
Acconding to the 1997 AQMP, the 2010 inventories for these pollutants are show in Table 7

The potential eductions therefore amount 1o only & few one-hundredihs of one percent for PM.
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[image: image77.png]“Table 7. Reductims Compared to SCAB Tavertories
oK ™
£ &7 £
Inventory (epd)
10 3 T
Reduction (fpd)
Percent % %
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L. Buturs Effort

Conversations with the Staff (Dsvo Coel) have revesled that SCAQMB may tevise its
inventory analysis in 2 rumber of ways. One melkod mentioned i o use data more comsitent
with the futre EMFAC2000 model, based on NREL test dta. Prior 0 doing this, however,
SCAQMD should fay out it assumptions for the Base Case and the Alematives very clealy,
and nform itercsted prtes whether s cass nvssions or mision sndords ar the same for
cach altermative, and if not, why not In that regard, AIR has proposed the following

secommendations;

L Tn the event that SCAQMD changes its emission anabysis (as it must), additonal time will
be required o review sad comment on the revised enalyses. Indeed, such additonal troe.
is mandated under CEQA. See Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 210921

2. The emission analysis should first cstimate emission reductions from (he Baseline and
Alternative B (and other lternatives) using the curzent DT and bus standards, without
the ARB bus proposal. This analysis should incorporate the effects of HIY retrofits as
provided for in the ARB wban bus standards.

3. After comparing the sbove, 2 second set of emission reductions should b ostimated for the
Bascline, which include the incremental benefits aseribed to the ARB bus (and truck)
propasal. These should also inolude detriments for every ycar.







[image: image78.png]4. The sualysis of Baseline benefis should not have a 0.2 NO credit for aliernative vehicles
when the essumed NOX standard Is 0.2 gfhp-hr.

5. Regardless of which fechnique is used, 1 ARB-based “Alternasive B” proposal witl show
much targer benefits then the SCAQMD Baseline proposal, and the Baseline proposal will
continue to show significant short tern derriments

In sum, the AIR. anslysis of the curcat emisson inventoris, using the existing
{echniques developed by SCAQMD, ises serious questons sbont how ths inventocis were
ssimated, and how the insppropristcly restricid. wumber of asmumed altomatives were
compared. That analysi afso showsfhat  roperly considered “Alermative B” ype of proposal
would provide mach greate emision reduction. (st 2 ignificanty fowe cost) then would be
derved wade the propused SCAQMD Flest Rules (t Baselne), witout oceasioning e
igaificant attendant detsimentsof the Baselne propocal, Accordingly, fo these reasons as viel,

the propased Fleet Rales are cleatly invalid under the applicable statues, inclaling CEQA.

Concluston
“The proposed Fleet Rfes ane imvlid nde st an ederal aw. Morcover,parsuant o
o relevant provisions of CEQA, the Flee Rulescanno be spproved aradopied snce there are
Sesi atematives which would substantilly essen te sigifcant adverse effcttht the Flect
Rules will othervise causeto th environmens and he sconoms.
Foral of theso reasons, therefre,the Draft PEA s the leet Raies il to comply ith

‘CEQA and are otherwise in violation of controlling state and fedoral law.
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Comment Letter 4:
NEAL, GERBER & EISENBERG

Response 4-1:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion regarding the SCAQMD’s authority to adopt the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  As discussed in the following responses, the SCAQMD does not believe the proposed fleet vehicle rules are preempted.  With regard to the SCAQMD’s authority to regulate fleet vehicles, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-49, and #1-89.

Response 4-2:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is deficient, as explained in the following responses.

Response 4-3:
The commentator asserts that Proposed Rules 1191, 1192 and 1193 are “clearly inconsistent” with Health & Safety Code §40447.5 ,but fails to state why.  The SCAQMD has reviewed the relevant statutes and has not identified any inconsistencies.  The commentator further states that the proposed fleet vehicle rules are in violation of the express preemption provisions of the Clean Air Act, §§209 and 177.  Since §177 expressly applies to states other than California, it is inapplicable here.  Section §209 does not purport to prohibit rules regulating fleet purchases, which are indeed required by other provisions of the Clean Air Act.  The proposed rules do not set emission standards but simply require certain fleets to purchase the cleaner of available vehicles.  Finally, §209(b) directs U.S. EPA to waive preemption for California except in specified circumstances.  The state legislature has delegated specified motor vehicle authority to SCAQMD.  Such authority is not covered by from the preemption of §209(a) and if it were covered, preemption can be overcome by a waiver from U.S. EPA.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the “Statutory Authority” section of Chapter 2 in the PEA.  See also responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-49, and #1-89.

Response 4-4:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the proposed fleet vehicle rules are arbitrary.  The statute refers to “equivalently clean burning alternative fuel.”  This language focuses on fuels and not control technology.  It does not require the SCAQMD to allow use of add-on control technology that may meet equivalent emission standards if the fuel involved is itself neither “alternative” nor “equivalently clean burning.”

Response 4-5:
The proposed fleet vehicle rules do not effectuate a “wholesale ban” on diesel, regardless of how clean the technology.  While bus providers subject to the SCAQMD’s proposed urban transit bus fleet rule will not be able to use the “diesel path” provided in the CARB rule, this is not illegal.  The CARB rule does not require use of diesel, but it allows it.  CARB legal counsel specifically advised its Board when it was considering the CARB rule that the SCAQMD had authority to adopt a rule that would require selection of the alternative fuels path.  It is not a violation of Health & Safety Code §40447.5 to focus the proposed fleet vehicle rules on fuels rather than technologies.

Response 4-6
As noted in response to comment #4-5, the proposed fleet vehicle rules do not effectuate a “wholesale ban” on diesel, regardless of how clean the technology.  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #4-5.

Response 4-7:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that Health and Safety Code §40919 does not relate to heavy-duty vehicles.  It uses the term “vehicles,” which includes all vehicles that are operated in fleets, including heavy-duty.  However, the SCAQMD is primarily relying on this section for PR 1191, the light and medium duty rule and PR 1194, which regulates airport taxis, shuttles, etc., that are typically light- or medium-duty vehicles.  Health and Safety Code §40919 indirectly excludes diesel, because it requires “low-emission” vehicles.  The Health & Safety Code, §39037.05, defines “low-emission motor vehicle” to exclude diesel vehicles.

Response 4-8:
The proposed fleet vehicle rules are not in conflict with federal or state law.  CARB counsel agrees that the SCAQMD has authority under state law to regulate fleets, including prohibiting the “diesel path” that the CARB rule allows.  See also response to comment #4-5.  The commentator is also referred to response to comment #4-3 for discussion of federal preemption.  However, if a court were to hold the fleet rules preempted by the Clean Air Act, such preemption could be overcome by submitting the rules for approval by EPA pursuant to §209.

Response 4-9:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the proposed fleet vehicles are in conflict with state or federal law.  With regard to Health and Safety Code §40447.5, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-4 and #4-5.  See also responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-49, and #1-89.  With regard to the Clean Air Act, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #4-3.

Response 4-10:
As noted in response to comment #4-5, the proposed fleet vehicle rules do not effectuate a “wholesale ban” on diesel, regardless of how clean the technology.  The commentator is referred to the response to #4-5.  With regard to CARB’s urban transit bus fleet rule, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-5 and #4-8.  With regard to Clean Air Act §177, the commentator is referred to the response to comment $4-3.

Response 4-11:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is invalid.  The validity of a CEQA document and its analysis of environmental impacts of a proposed project is independent of whether some other law prohibits the proposed project.

Response 4-12:
As noted in response to comment #4-5, the proposed fleet vehicle rules do not effectuate a “wholesale ban” on diesel, regardless of how clean the technology.  The commentator is referred to the response to #4-5.  The commentator is also referred to the responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, and #1-38.

Response 4-13:
The project descriptions in Chapter 2 of the PEA provide a description for each proposed fleet vehicle rule that is sufficient in detail to allow meaningful analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts.  In addition to draft rule language being available for PR 1191, 1192, and 1193, draft rule language is available for PR 1186.1 and 1194.

Response 4-14:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that a program environmental assessment covering all rules is inadequate for analyzing impacts from the individual rules.  See also to the responses to comments #3-13 and #4-13.  With regard to preparing individual EAs for each proposed fleet vehicle rule, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-20.

Response 4-15:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that there has been a procedural violation of any CEQA requirements and that the PEA is invalid.  There is no requirement in CEQA that the complete details of a project be finalized prior to preparation of a CEQA document.  In fact, CEQA recognizes that the CEQA process should occur early in the planning  process.  CEQA Guidelines §15004(b) states, “Choosing the precise time for CEQA compliance involves a balancing of competing factors.  EIRs and negative declarations should be prepared as early as feasible in the planning process to enable environmental considerations to influence project program and design and yet late enough to provide meaningful information for environmental assessment.”  Preparation of the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15004.  

Response 4-16:
The potential adverse environmental impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been adequately evaluated in the PEA.  With regard to the reasons for preparing a program CEQA document, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-1 and #1-2..  With regard to the degree of specificity of the environmental analysis, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-2 and #1-7.

Response 4-17:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that the SCAQMD has violated CEQA requirements because the Economic Assessment was not made available to the public at the same time the PEA was made available.  With regard to costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #3-11.  Further, CEQA provides that social or economic impacts are not to be considered significant effects on the environment (CEQA Guidelines §15064(e)).

There are no requirements in CEQA regarding preparing an economic analysis or the timing when it should be made available to the public.  The commentator also incorrectly interprets the meaning of program.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15168(a)(3) a program is, “In connection with issuance of rules, regulations, plans, or other general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program,…”  The Economic Assessment is one of the support documents of the program, not part of the program. 

Response 4-18:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that the PEA did not consider potential adverse environmental impacts to energy, transportation, and infrastructure changes.  The PEA contains a comprehensive analysis of the physical environmental impacts from construction and installation of alternative fuel refueling stations.  The commentator is referred to the “Air Quality” section in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  With regard to the analysis of transportation impacts, commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-72 and #3-40 and the “Transportation/Circulation” in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  With regard to the analysis of energy impacts, the commentator is referred to the “Energy/Mineral Resources” section in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  With regard to analyzing indirect physical impacts resulting from costs of the program, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-4, #1-52, #1-65, and #1-111.  See also the “Indirect Air Quality Effects” section, which specifically includes analyses of economic impacts generating secondary or indirect air quality impacts.  In particular the commentator is referred to the subsections entitled “Loss of Service,” “Longer Fleet Turnover Rate,” and “Centralized Refueling.”  Moreover, the infrastructure changes resulting from the proposed fleet vehicle rules would not be a “massive conversion of existing infrastructure since the rules on affect about 25 percent of the total fleet population in the district.

Response 4-19:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that there has been an “abuse of the process” because the Economic Assessment was not available concurrently with the PEA.  The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-19 and #4-17.

Response 4-20:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the fleet rules are in violation of CEQA because there are feasible alternatives that will provide greater emission benefits while avoiding the significant cost and detriments of the fleet rules.  CEQA requires that an EIR (or EA) analyze feasible alternatives to the project if the environmental analysis determines that significant environmental impacts result from the project.  The SCAQMD’s PEA concludes that the only significant impact is a temporary air quality impact resulting from construction activities during the first two years of the project.

It should be noted that the reason this impact is significant is due to refinery construction as a result of refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur fuel pursuant to PAR 431.2.  This significant adverse air quality impact would exist even if advanced diesel technology were allowed to be used for all affected fleet vehicles.  Thus, such an alternative does not avoid significant adverse environmental impacts as claimed by the commentator and, therefore, not necessarily the preferred alternative under CEQA.  See also responses to comments #1-40, 2-4, and #3-21.

The PEA analyzes various alternatives including the “no project” alternatives and concludes that none of the alternatives will achieve the project objectives with substantially less environmental effects (Public Resources code §21002).  The comment oversimplifies the CEQA process and an agency’s ability to adopt a program even if there are significant environmental impacts provided a statement of overriding consideration is prepared.  The commentator is also referred to the response to comment #1-14.

Response 4-21:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the PEA eliminates consideration of a fuel neutral alternative on “insufficient grounds.”  With regard to a fuel neutral alternative, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-16.  See also responses to comments #1-14 and #3-7.

Response 4-22:
As noted in response to comment #4-5, the proposed fleet vehicle rules do not effectuate a “wholesale ban” on diesel, regardless of how clean the technology.  Currently after-treatment control technology is available for particulate matter.  However, there are no known control technology at this time that will reduce nitrogen oxide emissions from diesel-fueled engines to the emission levels of alternative fuel engines.  See also responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34.  With regard to fuel neutrality, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-16.  With regard to the availability of low sulfur fuel, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-24.

Response 4-23:
Until “clean diesel” can be demonstrated to be equivalent to methanol or equivalently clean-burning alternative fuels, the proposed fleet rules is crafted in a manner consistent with state law and the definitions of equivalently clean burning “alternative fuels.”  With regard to whether or not clean diesel technologies meet the definition of methanol equivalency, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34.

Response 4-24:
The commentator has misinterpreted the text cited on page 5-3.  Alternative 7 was rejected for the following reasons.  Because fuel cells are not expected to be commercially available in the near-term, heavy-duty vehicle fleet operators or owners would continue using conventional heavy-duty vehicles in the interim.  This alternative was rejected not because of the fuel cell unavailability, but because of the continued use of conventional heavy-duty diesel vehicles during the interim period.  It is the continued use of heavy-duty diesel vehicles that is inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed project, as is clearly stated on page 5-3, not use of fuel cells.  Further, the definition of alternative fuel heavy-duty vehicle contained in PR 1192 and 1193 specifically includes fuel cells.  As a result, when fuel cells become commercially available, they will be a compliance option for affected fleets.

Based on input from fleet owners that plan to or are currently operating significant numbers of vehicles powered by natural gas, building natural gas infrastructure is a desirable strategy to smoothly transition towards the use of fuel cell technology.  This is because, based on current research and development, natural gas refueling stations can be relatively easily modified to produce hydrogen, which is a very desirable fuel for use in fuel cells.  Consequently, converting to natural gas fuels is not considered to be a “waste of resources” as claimed by the commentator.

Response 4-25:
The commentator’s opinion that the proposed fleet vehicle rules some how hinder the “necessary and desired investments in fuel cell technologies” is incorrect.  The reason for this, as explained in response to comment #4-24, is that, based on current research and development, natural gas refueling stations can be relatively easily modified to produce hydrogen, which is a very desirable fuel for use in fuel cells.

Response 4-26:
The commentator concurs that the PEA has properly “recognized” the potential significant construction emissions.  However, the commentator incorrectly asserts that these significant construction emissions result from the construction of natural gas infrastructure.  As noted in response to comment #4-20, significant construction air quality impacts in are generated primarily from refinery projects necessary to produce low sulfur diesel pursuant to PAR 431.2.  The commentator also incorrectly asserts that the proposed fleet vehicle rules will generate significant adverse operational impacts.  No such impacts were identified in the PEA.  The commentator is referred to the analysis of potential environmental impacts from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules in Chapter 4 of the PEA.

Response 4-27:
The page cited by the commentator is from the “Executive Summary” section in Chapter 1 of the PEA.  Including an executive summary in a CEQA document is required pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15123.  The detailed and comprehensive analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts can be found in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  See also Appendices E, F, and the Attachment to Appendix F.  The assumptions underlying the analyses were not “unrealistic” but rather designed to provide an overestimation of the likely adverse environmental impacts to assure all impacts were accounted for.

The environmental analysis for the proposed fleet vehicle rules contained in the Draft PEA overestimates potential adverse environmental impacts for the following reasons.  The estimate of the affected vehicle universe includes a 20 percent scale up factor in the event that the initial fleet vehicle surveys underestimated affected public fleets.  Further, the analysis does not take into account the fact that a large number of AFVs are already included in public fleets, that is, the analysis assumes all affected vehicles are diesel or gasoline vehicles.  Finally, representatives from energy suppliers in the district have indicated that the SCAQMD’s assumption of the number of AFV refueling stations that would be necessary to support implementation of the proposed fleet vehicle rules substantially overestimates the actual number that would be required.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-54, #1-66, and #2-9.  See also response to comment #4-28.

Response 4-28:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentators assertion that the impacts from construction of new alternative fuel refueling facilities have been understated and that they are based on “exceedingly simplistic and unrealistic” assumptions.  Indeed, although the commentator believes the construction schedule assumed by the SCAQMD is “simplistic and unrealistic,” he does not provide specific assumptions for the SCAQMD to evaluate that he feels would be more realistic.  The commentator merely says that fleet vehicle replacement will occur over an “extended period of time” which will “extend the time required for conversion of the infrastructure.”  In neither case does the commentator define extended time or recommend what would be a more realistic time frame.

The SCAQMD cannot predict the specific schedules that would be followed for construction of new alternative fuel refueling facilities.  Therefore, assumptions had to be made regarding the time over which new facilities will be constructed. These assumptions were chosen to provide a reasonable yet conservative estimate of the impacts.  If, as the commentator asserts, construction of the new facilities were to occur over a period longer than the five years assumed for the analysis, fewer stations would be constructed each year, so the number of stations under construction at any one time would be less than the number assumed in the PEA. This would reduce the peak daily basin-wide emissions caused by the construction activities.  Therefore, the assumption of a five-year period for constructing the new refueling facilities probably overestimates the impacts from emissions during construction.

The SCAQMD’s assumption that construction of each station would require excavation and removal of an existing underground tank leads to the same estimated peak daily emissions as would the addition of a new tank for the following reasons. First, removal of an existing tank requires excavation to uncover any tanks next to the tank that is being removed to ensure that the tanks that will remain at the facility do not shift and are properly secured.  Second, the space occupied by a tank that is removed needs to be backfilled, and the amount of material used to backfill the hole would be the same as the amount that would need to be excavated to install a new tank.  Therefore, the total amount of material handled during removal of an existing tank would actually be greater than the amount handled during installation of a new tank.  Additionally, a new underground tank would only need to be installed for methanol refueling.  The other fuel types would likely be above-ground tanks since they are pressurized or cooled.  Since the SCAQMD assumed that a total of only five methanol refueling stations would be constructed out of a total of 325 alternative fuel refueling stations, the difference in peak daily construction emissions caused by the addition of a new tank would be negligible.  With regard to the commentator’s opinion that additional facilities will be required because of possible space limitations at existing maintenance and refueling facilities, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10, #1-29, and #1-31.

Response 4-29:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that the assumptions regarding construction of alternative fuel refueling facilities are unrealistic.  As described in Appendix F to the PEA, the SCAQMD evaluated the number of facilities that would likely be under construction at any one time in order to estimate the peak daily emissions from the construction activities.  This evaluation considered the number that would need to be constructed during each year and the resulting average number that would be under construction each day.  The SCAQMD then rounded up the total average number of facilities under construction each day to the next highest number to estimate the number to be considered in the air quality impacts analysis.  Finally, in order to provide a conservative estimate of emissions, the SCAQMD assumed that the construction activities that cause the highest daily emissions would be taking place at all of the stations under construction at the same time.

Regarding the number of days required to construct each type of station, the SCAQMD’s construction schedule in Table F-1 is intended to indicate the construction activities that would occur on each working day.  While construction interruptions would extend the elapsed time required to construct the facilities, emissions would not be generated during days when construction is not taking place.  Therefore, it is not necessary to consider construction delays in the estimation of maximum daily emissions during refueling facility construction.  Again, the commentator provides no recommendation for a construction schedule for the SCAQMD to evaluate that would not be “wildly unreasonable.”

Response 4-30:
Regarding the calculation procedures in the PEA, the formulas are based on established guidance that CARB has provided to local air quality districts in determining emission reduction benefits from mobile source control programs, as well as additional input from CARB staff regarding the latest emission factors that should be utilized in these analyses.  For additional information the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-67.

With regard to modeling NOx contributions to the nitrate portion of PM10, there is no reason to perform modeling since the proposed project is expected to generate substantial NOx emission reductions from mobile sources at least through the year 2010.  The commentator is referred to Appendices E for the data describing the benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules and Appendix F for data describing the benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, while taking into consideration potential adverse air quality impacts from the proposed rules.  It should be noted that CEQA Guidelines §15126.2 requires a CEQA analysis to focus on significant effects on the environment.  CEQA Guidelines §15382 defines significant effects on the environment, in part, as an, “adverse [emphasis added] change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project…”  As a result, there is no requirement that the benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules be discussed through photochemical modeling.

For additional information CO, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-113.

Response 4-:31
Although the proposed fleet vehicle rules are expected to result in reductions in criteria pollutants, primarily PM10 and NOx, they are also being promulgated to reduce toxic air contaminants.  As noted in Chapter 2 of the PEA, the MATES II study concluded that 71 percent of the cancer risk in the district is attributable to diesel particulates.  It is expected that the primary toxic benefits from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules will result from the use of natural gas powered heavy-duty vehicles instead of diesel powered vehicles.  While the commentator may believe the benefits of the rules are small, they are an important start.  The SCAQMD does not have authority to require mobile source retrofit programs, or to regulate mobile sources not in fleets.  Thus, it would not be a meaningful comparison to retrofit programs.  The PEA considers range of reasonable alternatives, which is all that CEQA requires.  See also response to comment #1-14.

In addition to the above, photochemical modeling is not essential for CEQA purposes, given that the fleet rule proposals affect fleet vehicles that operate significantly in the district, it is more appropriate to compare emissions benefits from the proposed fleet rules with the emissions from the fleet vehicle population operating substantially in the district.  As such, public fleets represent about 25 percent of the total fleet population in the district.  The fleet population does not include transportation sources that travel in and out of the district or owned or operated by entities located outside of the district.  The SCAQMD is prohibited from regulating fleets that do not operate substantially in the district.  The SCAQMD also does not have authority to require retrofits.  Moreover, particulate traps produce no NOx emission reduction benefits and uncertain toxic air contaminant emission reduction benefits.  See also responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34.

Response 4-32:
The district has the worst air quality in the nation and substantial further NOx emission reductions are necessary if the SCAQMD is to attain both the federal and state ambient air quality standards for ozone and PM10 (NOx is a precursor to both of the criteria pollutants).  The SCAQMD has already substantially regulated stationary sources, particularly large emission sources, by applying stringent emission reduction or control requirements to these sources.  As a result, to continue progress in achieving the state and federal ozone and PM10 standards, the SCAQMD has to further regulate all sources over which it has regulatory authority, including small stationary emission sources and fleet vehicles.  It should also be noted that, in response to recommendations made by numerous stakeholders at the fleet vehicle working group meetings, the emission reduction calculation methodology for PR 1192, PR 1193, and PR 1186.1 have been refined to more accurately reflect the emission reduction calculation methodology in the Carl Moyer program.  As a result, anticipated NOx emission reductions between the years 2001 through 2010 are almost three times greater than originally estimated in the Draft PEA.  The commentator is referred to Appendices E and F in the Final PEA.

Response 4-33:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that “the expected reductions in criteria emissions are primarily NOx emissions.” It should be noted that CEQA Guidelines §15126.2 requires a CEQA analysis to focus on significant effects on the environment.  CEQA Guidelines §15382 defines significant effects on the environment, in part, as an, “adverse [emphasis added] change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project…”  As a result, there is no requirement that the benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules be discussed through photochemical modeling.

As indicated in Chapter 4 and Appendices E and F, the proposed fleet vehicle rules are also expected to generate substantial PM10 emission reductions.  While concerns have been raised on the weekday/weekend ozone effects in the Basin and research is underway to understand this phenomena, NOx emission reductions would also provide benefits to the particulate matter air quality problem in the Basin.  The Basin must attain the federal PM10 air quality standards by 2006 and the federal ozone air quality standard by 2010.  Moreover, NOx reductions are consistent and necessary for continued progress toward attaining and maintaining the state and federal ozone standards.  The 1997 AQMP for the South Coast Air Basin demonstrates that overall ozone air quality will continue to improve as NOx emissions are reduced to meet the federal PM air quality standards.

Response 4-34:
In this comment, the commentator is confusing the proposed project, or what he refers to as the baseline case, with the No Project Alternative, i.e., a “no-control” case.  To avoid this confusion, the following responses will continue to refer to the proposed project or proposed fleet vehicle rules instead of using the commentator’s term, “baseline case.”   The commentator is referred to Chapter 5 in the PEA for a description and analysis of the No Project Alternative (“no-control”).  With regard to the range of alternatives included in a CEQA document the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-14.  The PEA includes sufficient information to compare the various alternatives, including the No Project Alternative.

Response 4-35:
The commentator’s opinion that the SCAQMD’s emission estimates are mistaken is incorrect.  The intent of Alternative B is to determine emission benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, while taking into account control programs that were proposed by CARB and U.S. EPA during preparation of the analysis, that could have an effect on emissions from fleets affected by the proposed fleet rules.  This specifically include CARB’s urban bus fleet rule and CARB/U.S. EPA research targets for more stringent NOx and PM emission standards for 2007 and subsequent model years for all heavy-duty engine.  Subsequent to the preparation of emission benefit analysis as contained in the Draft PEA, for the proposed fleet rules, CARB adopted its urban bus fleet rule, which has been included in the refined baseline emission benefit calculation.  Similarly, U.S. EPA recently published an NPRM for all heavy-duty engines that includes proposals for more stringent PM emission standards beginning in the 2007 model year and a more stringent NOx emission standard to be phased in between the 2007 and 2010 model years; this proposal will be included in the modified Alternative B emission benefit calculations.  See also responses to comments #4-37 and #4-42.

Response 4-36:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that emission benefits analysis is flawed for the proposed fleet vehicle rules and Alternative B.  The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-37 through #4-44 for specific responses to the commentators comments on this issue.

Response 4-37:
As noted in response to comment #4-35, CARB’s urban bus fleet rule was not adopted at the time the analysis was under preparation, so it would have been inappropriate to incorporate its effects as part of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  To cover the possibility that CARB’s rule would be adopted, Alternative B was created to consider potential effects on the SCAQMD’s emission benefits calculations for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Now that CARB’s urban bus fleet rule has been adopted, its effects have been incorporated into the emission reduction calculations estimated for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Moreover, the Staff Report for PR 1192 also identifies benefits of PR 1192 that are surplus to the benefits of CARB’s urban bus fleet rule.  Alternative B has been modified to exclude the effects of CARB’s urban bus rule, but continues to incorporate the effects of the heavy-duty emission standards recently proposed by U.S. EPA.  For additional information the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-47, #1-60, and #1-68.

Response 4-38:
As is clearly indicated in the text in Chapter 4, Table 4-8 and Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA) identify only emission benefits from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  For a summary of the net overall effects on air quality of the propose fleet vehicle rules, which includes benefits and adverse air quality impacts, for the year 2002, the commentator is referred to Table 4-19.  The net overall effects on air quality of the propose fleet vehicle rules, which includes benefits and adverse air quality impacts, for all years, can be found in Appendix F.

Response 4-39:
It is irrelevant for the purposes of CEQA if the benefits of a project are underestimated.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.2 “An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant environmental effects of the proposed project.”  CEQA Guidelines §15382 defines significant adverse effect on the environment, in part, as, “’Significant effect on the environment’ means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project.  The emission reduction benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been included in the PEA to demonstrate to the public that although the proposed fleet vehicle rules may generate adverse environmental impacts, the benefits of these impacts outweigh potential adverse impacts.  As noted in response to comment #4-32, the emission reduction calculation methodology has been refined based on public input, and anticipated NOx emission reductions are nearly three times the original estimate.

The applicable NOx emission standard for alternative-fuel heavy duty engines is 2.5 g/bhp-hr NOx, not 2.5 g/bhp-hr NOx + NMHC, in accordance with optional emission standards adopted by CARB for this time period.

Response 4-40:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion regarding the maximum PM benefit.  This benefit is based on CARB input at the time the Draft PEA was prepared, indicating that in-use PM emission rates of natural gas heavy-duty engines are up to 22 times lower than what would have been expected from emissions data generated from the engine-based certification test procedure.  Subsequent to Draft PEA preparation, CARB staff has provided specific in-use PM emission rates which will be used to refine the PM emission benefit calculation and, therefore, a range of PM benefits (minimum to maximum) will not be needed.

Response 4-41:
The commentator is implying here that if one compares the emission reductions from the proposed fleet vehicle rules against the total emission inventories in the district, the emission reduction effects would be minor.  This, however, would be true for any new rule or rule amendment promulgated by the SCAQMD.  The measure of the benefits of SCAQMD rules is not how they compare against the total emission inventories, but whether they contribute to the SCAQMD’s efforts to attain and maintain relevant state and federal ambient air quality standards or reduce population exposures to nonattainment or toxic air contaminant concentrations.  Based on the emission reductions anticipated for the proposed fleet vehicle rules, they will achieve both of these measures.  With regard to the air quality benefits from the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-31, #4-32, 4-39, and 4-40.

Response 4-42:
As indicated in responses to comments #4-35 and #4-37, alternative B represents a different project scenario that eliminates from the propose project’s emission benefits the emission from CARB’s urban bus fleet rule and CARB and U.S. EPA regulatory activities relative to heavy-duty vehicles.  Consequently, it is reasonable for the emission reduction benefits for Alternative B to be lower than for the proposed project.

Response 4-43:
The commentator’s opinion that the inventories for the proposed fleet vehicle rule must be the same as the inventory for Alternative B is incorrect.  First, there is no such requirement in CEQA.  Second, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c), “The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects.”  This implies that the characteristics of a project alternative will be different from those of the proposed project.

The 0.1 g/bhp-hr PM emission level as used in the proposed fleet vehicle rules’ emission benefit calculation reflects the current adopted PM standard for heavy-duty engines.  The 0.01 g/bhp-hr PM emission level as contained in the Alternative B emission benefit calculation reflects a CARB/U.S. EPA research target for a 0.01 g/bhp-hr emission standard in 2007.  The commentator is also referred to the responses to comments #4-35 and #4-37.

Response 4-44:
The NOx emission benefits on a per engine basis of 0.2 g/bhp-hr is based on the inherently low NOx emission characteristics of natural gas heavy-duty engines versus diesel heavy-duty engines.  In addition, this emission differential is based on the SCAQMD’s technical understanding that control technologies that could be applied to a diesel engines to reduce NOx emissions can also generally be applied to natural gas heavy-duty engines, to produce even lower relative NOx emission levels.  As a result, staff anticipates that engine manufacturers will produce natural gas engines with appropriate emission control technology now and in the future to maintain the lower NOx emission levels of natural gas heavy-duty engines compared to their diesel counterparts.  This would ensure that natural gas engines will continue to qualify for incentive funding as well as to provide a “clean air incentive” for vehicle fleets interested in improving air quality in their area of jurisdiction to purchase natural gas engines.  Notwithstanding the preceding, the NOx differential between natural gas and corresponding diesel engines is uncertain at this time relative to a 0.2 g/bhp-hr NOx emission standard for all heavy-duty engines proposed for implementation in 2007.  Therefore, to address this comment in an effort to refine the emission benefit calculation to ensure that emission benefits are not overestimated for Alternative B, the 0.2 g/bhp-hr NOx differential will be dropped for the 2007 and subsequent model years.

Response 4-45:
The summary of the parameters used in the heavy-duty vehicle emission benefit calculation is generally correct.

Response 4-46:
With regard to the NOx emission benefits, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-39, 4-41, #4-44, and #4-45.

Response 4-47:
With regard to the PM emission benefits, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-40, 4-41, #4-43, and #4-45.

Response 4-48:
With regard to the NOx and PM emission benefits, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-39, #4-40, 4-41, #4-43, #4-44, and #4-45.

Response 4-49:
With regard to the NOx and PM emission benefits relative to Alternative B, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-39, #4-40, 4-41, #4-42, #4-43, #4-44, and #4-45.

Response 4-50:
The purpose of Alternative B is to determine the emission benefits of the proposed fleet rules incorporating, at the time the emission benefit calculations were prepared for the Draft PEA, CARB’s proposed urban bus fleet rule and CARB/U.S. EPA research targets (see responses to comment #4-35 and #4-37).  The contention that implementation of a 0.01 g/bhp-hr emission standard for all heavy-duty engines by U.S. EPA/ARB would still result in 0.09 g/bhp-hr PM emission reduction for the proposed fleet rules is incorrect since the 0.01 g/bhp-hr PM level reduces diesel engine PM emissions to levels that are relatively close to corresponding alternative fuel engine PM levels.

Response 4-51:
With regard to the NOx standard applied to buses in 2007 and later, the commentator is referred to response to comment #4-44.  See also responses to comments #4-39 and #4-41.

Response 4-52:
The 0.25 factor was based on SCAQMD staff analysis indicating that up to 75 percent of the urban bus fleet could eventually consist of alternative fuel buses in the absence of the proposed fleet rules, given alternative fuel implementation policies in place at larger transit agencies in combination with CARB’s Proposed Urban Bus Fleet, which could potentially promote the use of alternative-fuel buses.  (It should be noted that is was determined after the preparation of the Draft PEA that the CARB staff did not assume any alternative fuel buses would be used by transit agencies subject to their urban bus fleet rule for emission impact analyses purposes.)  Given that LACMTA, the operator of the largest urban bus fleet in the district, and possibly other transit agencies, are currently considering the purchase of large numbers of diesel buses, staff believes that the 0.25 factor overestimates the eventual penetration of alternative fuel buses in the absence of the proposed fleet rules based on the volatile nature of decision making at these transit properties.  Based on the above, staff is proceeding to refine the emission reduction methodology to the extent the emission reductions for urban buses will be based on the estimated new purchases of diesel buses per year in the SCAQMD, based on the estimated current population of diesel buses of 3,400.

Response 4-53:
The SCAQMD disagrees with commentator’s opinion that comparison between the proposed project and Alternative B is skewed or flawed.  CARB has already estimated the emission benefits of the urban bus fleet rule as part of the rulemaking process, and these benefits do not incorporate the SCAQMD’s proposed fleet rules.  CARB has not recently adopted truck regulations, so these benefits cannot be estimated at the present time.

Response 4-54:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that there is not a clear comparison between the air quality benefits of the propose fleet vehicle rules and Alternative B.  A clear distinction is made for the years 2000 through 2010 in the tables in both Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA) and Appendix F.  The SCAQMD acknowledges that the commentator has used spreadsheets provided by the SCAQMD to more accurately assess the emission benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules and Alternative B.

Response 4-55:
  The Public Resources Code (§21091(a)) cited by the commentator simply states, “The public review period for a draft environmental impact report shall not be less than 30 days.  If the draft environmental impact report is submitted to the State Clearinghouse for review, the review period shall be at least 45 days.  (Note: pursuant to its certified regulatory program (PRC 21080.5) the SCAQMD is not required to send its CEQA documents to the state clearinghouse for review.)  The Draft PEA and all of the supporting material on which it relied, was made available to the public on March 10, 2000, for a public review period of more than 45 days.  Further, the entire text of the Draft PEA and the spreadsheets on which the analyses in the PEA are based and contained in the appendices to the PEA were available on the SCAQMD’s website.  The newspaper notice for the proposed fleet vehicle rules, prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §21092(b)(3)(A), and the notices sent interested parties indicated that the CEQA document was available on the SCAQMD’s website.  Consequently, the spreadsheets on which the CEQA analysis relies was available to the public for 45 days.

Response 4-56:
The SCAQMD acknowledges that the commentator has used spreadsheets provided by the SCAQMD to more accurately assess the emission benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules and Alternative B.

Response 4-57:
SCAQMD staff acknowledges that the commentator has developed an emission benefit scenario, but insufficient detailed information is provided to follow the methodology used by the commentator to develop the net benefits of the proposed fleet rule for the 2000 to 2010 timeframe.  Further, the analysis of air quality impacts in the PEA already concluded that significant adverse air quality impacts would occur in 2001 and 2002 for both the proposed fleet vehicle rules and Alternative B.  The commentator is referred to Table F-31 and Table F-32, respectively.

Response 4-58:
SCAQMD staff acknowledges the general explanation of the emission benefit scenario developed by the commentator.  See responses to comments #4-57 and #4-61.

Response 4-59:
The commentator is referred to responses to comments #4-57 and #4-61.

Response 4-60:
The commentator is referred to responses to comments #4-57 and #4-61.

Response 4-61:
It is unclear what the purpose is of the comparison between the Baseline and Alternative B scenarios developed by the commentator.  It appears that the commentator is attempting to compare the emission reduction potential of the proposed fleet rules versus CARB’s adopted urban bus fleet rule in combination with U.S. EPA’s proposed heavy-duty engine emission standards.  This comparison is interesting but not relevant to the purpose of the proposed fleet vehicle rules and Alternative B, which is to determine the emission reduction potential of the proposed fleet rules with (Alternative B) and in the absence (Baseline Case) of CARB’s urban bus fleet rule and the CARB/U.S. EPA PM and NOx research targets.  The commentator is referred to Response to Comment #4-35.

Response 4-62:
The commentator is referred to response to comment #4-61.

Response 4-63:
The analysis prepared by the commentator does not undermine the analysis of potential environmental impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The commentator ‘s analysis is largely irrelevant as indicated in response to comment #4-61.

Response 4-64:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s that there is a “fundamental problem” with regard to identifying emission benefits from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Although Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA) presents direct emission reduction benefits from the proposed fleet vehicle rules without consideration of adverse air quality impacts) in tons per year, the net air quality effects of the proposed fleet vehicle rules (taking into consideration adverse air quality impacts) presented in Appendix F is provided in pounds per day.

Response 4-65:
The commentator may believe that the benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules are small, but they an important step in controlling toxic air contaminant and criteria pollutant emissions from motor vehicles.  With regard to the effects of the proposed fleet vehicles on the emission inventories in the district, he commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-31 and #4-32.

Response 4-66:
Mobile source emission inventories are based on the most currently adopted emission factors, which is currently EMFAC7G.  EMFAC2000 has not yet been adopted by CARB.  It should be noted that use of EMFAC2000 would only increase benefits.  The commentator incorrectly implies that the assumptions for the analyses in the PEA are not provided.  The assumptions used for the analysis of environmental impacts are clearly provided in Chapter 4 and Appendices E and F of the PEA.

Response 4-67:
As indicated in response to comment #4-32, the SCAQMD has refined the emissions reduction calculation methodology.  Refining the emission reduction calculation methodology, however, does not change any of the conclusions in the PEA regarding impacts or mitigation measures.  The commentator claims that any new information added to the PEA requires additional time for public review and then cites PRC §21092.1.  PRC §21092.1 requires recirculation of a CEQA document when “significant new information is added to an environmental impact report…”  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 significant new information” requiring recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that:

(1)
A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented.

(2)
A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance.

(3)
A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s proponents decline to adopt it.

(4)
The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. (Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043)

Based upon the above criteria, refining the benefits analysis methodology in response to public input to make it more consistent with the Carl Moyer program methodology does not trigger any criteria requiring recirculation of the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Refining the benefits analysis methodology results in greater emission reduction benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Further, and as noted in response to comment #4-30, an analysis of the benefits of a project is not strictly required as part of an analysis of the significant effects of the proposed project.

Response 4-68:
The emission analysis for the proposed fleet vehicle rules and the project alternatives in Chapter 5 of the PEA include CARB and heavy-duty engine emissions standards adopted at the time these emission analyses were prepared for the Draft PEA.  The incorporation of heavy-duty retrofits is not necessary since the proposed fleet rules pertain to emission reductions from the purchase of lower emitting vehicles.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-31 and #4-35.

Response 4-69:
With regard to the emission reduction methodology, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-47, #1-67, #1-68, and #4-35.  See also response to comment #4-32.

Response 4-70:
With regard to the NOx standard, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #4-44.

Response 4-71:
With regard to commentator’s revised analysis for Alternative B, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-57 and #4-61.

Response 4-72:
With regard to the emission inventories used for the analysis of environmental impacts, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #4-66.  With regard to the analysis of project alternatives, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-14.  With regard to commentator’s revised analysis for Alternative B, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-57 and #4-61.  Finally, the SCAQMD disagrees with commentator’s opinion that the proposed fleet vehicle rules are “invalid under the applicable statues [sic], including CEQA” for the reasons given in responses to comments #4-1 through #4-71.

Response 4-73:
It is assumed here that the commentator’s incorrect assumption that the proposed fleet vehicle rules are “invalid under state and federal law” refers to the SCAQMD’s authority to regulate fleet vehicles.  With regard to the SCAQMD’s authority to regulate fleet vehicles, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-49, #1-89 and #4-3.  With regard to the requirements for project alternatives, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-14 and #4-20.  With regard to economic effects, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18.  With regard to economic effects that result in physical environmental impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-52, #1-65, and #1-111.  The commentator suggests that a proper analysis of “Alternative B” would show that it provides greater benefits with less adverse impact than the proposed rules.  But the commentator’s suggestion depends on assuming CARB regulates trucks as part of Alternative B, but does not regulate trucks as part of the proposed project.  In reality, whether CARB regulates trucks is not dependent on whether or not the proposed project is approved.  It could happen with or without the proposed project.  It is not a fair or accurate comparison to assume it will happen only without the proposed project.  See also response to comment #4-61.

Response 4-74:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that the Draft PEA and the fleet vehicle rules “fail to comply with CEQA and are otherwise in violation of controlling state and federal law.  The SCAQMD disagrees with commentator’s opinion for the reasons given in responses to comments #4-1 through #4-73.
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M.CUBED April 25,2000

s, Darred Steoud:

‘Office of Planning and Policy

South Coast Air Quality Managoment Distict
21865 Bast Copley Drive

Dismond Bar, Cafifomnia 51765

Re:  Comments on the Califoraja Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Aualysis for
Proposed Rules 1191, 1192, 1195, and 1196.

Dear M, Strond:

O BehalFof he Westésn Statcs Petroleum Association (WSPA), M.Cubed offers e
Sollowing comments relited 6 the abovo-cited rul proposals.. M.Cubed is a consulting fien
specializing in esouroe econgics and public polcy analysis? In addition to myself, Richavd
MicCann, PHD contrbuted to this document, Although this analysis was sponsored by WSPA, it
roflects M,Cubeds opinions g judgoments.

e Decision Analysis Fram

CEQA i bascd upon a weh of Jaws and regulations, as modilied over time by court
decisions and adhministrative precticss. However, ts primary purpose remains fhe samo s when
e was originally drefied.- That i, o inform decision-malkers and fle public @bovt the possible
Gonscquences of proposed actions, and hereby improve sooioty’s abilly to develop appropriate
evitoviisntal poficies. In tis respeet the valuo of any CEQA analysisisifs confibution 10 &
informed pubic debats, and an improved policy outcome.

fhesi comrmrats e sl sobid via ik pror 1 e nd of B public i and commeat priod.
gl of sl M Cube ork ncde pacisipaon 1 th ongoig CPOS agelysis of Peife G
and Bl Compony’"s propoid Hy-chciic divesur, exumiog the rplicuions Califor ulies”
o of t ol fu) gencrain [, prtof  CEQA pracess;and g Sut Coot s proions
o analycs, inchding ©r the RECLAIM progrom.
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[image: image80.png]Fronm this perspeolivo M.Cabed examined South Coust’s documents princlpally for their
clarty and comprchensiveness, as well 5 the validity of ko asaumptions upor which the CEQA.
analysis was based? The guestion we asked vas: within the CEQA framework did South
Coast's analysis provide adequate information with which to move forward with the proposed
wle? In this vein, although proposed rules 1191, £192, and 1193 have boen diafted there s litle
information wvailsblc on the other proposals, making it extremely diffiolt fo assess their
implications.

Bassd on (s ovaluation there ar a suffcient number of notable weslanesss o callinto
question the wisdor of adopting the proposed ules at his time, I portiwlar it o iffcult to
505 how the CEQA.document can be fialized wi i he proposed les hase been formlly
drafod and commnted upon. It vein e vecommend that bfore conluding its CLQA
amalysis South Coast 1) finaliz al of he proposed rules; 2) fully address ntervenors”
commcnts and concerms; (3) provide a comprehensive assessment of the cumulative mpacts of
ho proposed ruls within tho conteat of other emerging regulations; (4) develop  rule-by-rule
alysic which would ensble decision makers and the public (o anderstand rule-spesifc
incromental benfts and coss.

“The remainder of this leter detals our broad comments and concerns.

The CEQA, Analysis is Based on a Large Nuorbes of Flawed Assumptions

South Coast makes a number of Key assumptions hicl sorve o drive (he résuling.
analysis, but which e rarcly adogitoly supparted. Inmény, if notal, of these csses
poicymakers would bencit from  befter wnderstandias of liemative pathiays (e, sens
testing), or uncertaintics (0., isk analysis), For example,

iy

(1) Sourh Coast's assumptions about vehicle turnover raies are not adequalely supporiod by
the information prosented. For example, the District piosides 1o evidenoe that HDVs,
“LEV/ULEY or cloaner LDVS/MDVs should be readily available at a rolatively small
inorcmental dost™ Instead, data from the Los Angeles Motropolitan Traosit Agency,
Sierra Research, and the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis suggest ot ahterative vebicle
costs will be notably higher than existing vehicles. Nor has the District assessed ow
these up-ront costs, whatover their magrilnde, conbined with potentally lower resale.
vales, would affect the financial situstions of the afected flect owmers and their

2568 M.Cbed, A G for Reviewiug Envivonnentl Poicy Swie, published by th Colitomia
Eovirommenaat Potston Agency, Spring, 1998,

i i voin ot e wadonsbly foo e shec vl of atril ks of vbich s

vt o polatisl ol owormes - hlloging. A5 caull our commens elec et e of o warld,
1 cempt sy o olste ey ssues which sy ¢ sl o nacquately nforsmle paticipons.

SappeodicE, page 2.
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[image: image81.png]resulling vehicle purchase pattemns. Yet these ficlors would importantly impact asswoed
vohicle tumover rates. The Distsict shoutd fully examino sltormative firel vebicles”
‘potential costs and the related behasioral consequences.

@) Ruke 1191 conld preciude the use of new low-amissior diesel fueled vehicies entirely
because the siaite refers solely to gasoline and afternative ficels. South Cost both
sésumes ind appoars to mandato that the rules result in adoption of a paricutac mix of
non-diescllight, mediume, and heavy~duty vehicles. However, other than 2 carsory
‘xtminstion of the cnergy content of different altematives ~ and without much discussion
of yehicle purcheso and aprational costs,or the resulfing behavioral changes on the part
of flct opurators ~ tho District provides no suppart or ts assumption or s mandate. A5
i esull, poliey makers aro given 1o insight into tho consoquences of different fuel
pethweys, and fleet opstalors s shut-out from using cleancr dicsel. fuc tochnology
which ity emerge over the next five year.

) South Cousts estimates of the universe of affected fleat vehicles i based on & mix of
Survey and other date s well s ad hoc evidence. Although the estimate may yeflect best
availible information, it would be usefi to knoss how outcomes might change if e total
mamber of vehicles was fity percent higher,or lower, than assumed. Por cxample, if the
fleet population is actually mouch higher, total impacts would kewise be morc
substantal. 1f,on the other hand, there were fewer vehiolos in the affocted universe thea
the economnics f scale mplicitly assumod in the analysis may not be accurate, and the
xpectod omission reuctions Would be lower. Better data on this issus as well as (1) will.
b availsblo fom the California Buergy Comwission (CEC) by early Summr.

() South Cowst both assumes that refueling stations would be consiructsd unifornty over o
ve-year period, and asserts that & maxivu of thres SiasioNS @ year repreSents & worse-
case scenario. Neither of these assumptions arc supportod by any empitica) evidence.
An equally plausible auteone - givon continuing €voling fechology; the expense.
‘assoclated with fcl conversion; and the et 1o spread infrastructure costs over as wany
velictes 25 possible - would be for flet operators 0 vetan theiv existing vicles and
‘assoctated infrastructure as long a3 possible before making new investuents. Under this
“tipping point” scenario South Coast’s enlysis i 1o way represents the “fnaxinuum.
shorterm alfemative clean refueliog station construction emissions,” Gut may.more
sccurately reflet the “minimam” emissions from this activity.

In this veio, he Distect provides no evidence related 1o the characterstics of the existing
s vefueting infrastructure, how mrch of this infrastrctare woukd be affected by the
rule, and how conversion to new refiuclng systems might be coordinated in an efficient
‘maer. ‘hat s o say, South Coast provides a0 informetion or insight into how the
proposed rules wonld actualy be implemented, which would to a large extent determine
sosaling costs and air qualiy benefits
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)

o

The Distrct consistendly paines 1o existing public health and safet, regulations 1o supprrt
heir view that he new ful structure, regurdiess of the addiional ensironmental nsis it
iy pose, will result i no noriceable impuacts. Vot exampls, South Coust sopyests that
the wob of laws. regulations, and practies cursently governin battery dispasal provides
sufficient cvidence to beliove that the additional supples af taxac batieries generatel in
the region by the proposed rules wall b disposed of properly. Haweser, these regulatians.
were designed and currenly aperate 11 a workd 1 wiich South (0asts fules Were nol
adopted, ot cven considered. s aresut, thic very existence cannot be deemed suifcunt
o ndequately protoet the public fram the risks assaciated sith an enticly neo- fcl
stnueture, particulrly one which cauld lead 10 an order of magnitude incresse n battery
use. Likenwise. the damiers of ignorance, secidents. smd cegulstory avoidance ane
paticularky acute durimg fransition periods — arganizations which are ol familar with
existing s will be taking an nesw responsibilites, with corcomitant possibilites for
ertor. South Coast shoukd explicitly addres tese transition efTocts in condacting its
anlysis

To demnsrate water quslits-related improvenients South Coust ussumes thon flect
veletes paricipate in wsed morar ol dunging i the same fashion us the overall wierse
of vehiclas. This 1 both counter to the Disiriet’s sssumption that regultions hy thei

very exstence cure al ils, and 1o the very structure of the propased rules, which sre:
based on the notion that flet Gperators arc betfer bl o minage Guei ftl sysieans. 1o
any cvenr it sccms likely that fleet operaters ispose of heir used o in 2 trore.
sespansible fashion than the gererad public

The Distruct wssunes a gasoline price which is more than 30 percent lawer than existing
prives. Although fuel priccs continually change, South Coas should seek advice from
2 CEC on the appeoprintc pricing method ta adapt in the analysis.

The CHOA Aualysis Reflects Many [nacearacis and Inadequacies

o

South Couse nelaquatedy treats e emission reduction porental of the proposed rules
For cxamle,

(9) South Coast does not accaunt fo the cnvironmental implications o the seducton
i vebicle tumover racs. An older et vohicle wil eesull in bigher aggregatc
emisssons, both from delayed purchiscs of new, awer emission vehicles ad rom
ongoing detcrcraton in op-bosrd contel deviecs. The Disufet hasexcludes hos
factor from it’s cstimate of the et emissian reduchions assaciated with the
proposcd nues*
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[image: image83.png]€10)  Ttis incorsect or South Coast o assign diesel and gasaline crnissions the saoe.
indox.. Instcad, e District stould inchude «n sssessment of how lower sulfur
dicsel and advanced exbaust afiee-tratment will affoct dicsel cmissions,

1) In Appeadi & the Disuict compares the regulators Hrmits for new diescl engincs
with recent eonission test data fron new CNC engines, an “apples and oranyes™
‘comparison. New dicscl cngincs mustbe certificd at Lower Jevels than the liits
0 puss. and test data bas nothing to do with the CARK 200 (LS. Enviconmentsl
Protcetion Agency (EPA} CNG sortification complianee requirentcats. n s
rospoct the District should only take erodit or enforceable cmissions benefis.

€12) South Caast stales that the appliable PM limil for diescl HDDVs is 1 | grmbhp
i, ehile the cormect limit is 005

U3 €NG refeling and venting greenhouse gas enissions have not be consdered 1
the analysi.

(40 Wil the District examines the implications of the addiional rips caused b the lower
energy content o alternative fucls,” it does not consider the congestion-relaied
comsegquences of these new trips. Nor docs South Coast analyze the possibility that
operators will cnlarge their iccts substantially 5o s o maintain existing schedules, and
thereby likewwise incrense regional comgestion. Givea the siguificant contsibution ralic
congestion cum malke  pollutiog s exmissions — Lng an soupbasis in District policy
s is  motable flaw:

V1S) South Count dovs na address the potential for greater rocd wear und teur resuting from
heavier alternative fee vehicles. more (rips, or more vehicles. The nee for addimonal
maintenance would act to ncrease public scetar casts: rise Langestion levels; and induce
additiona) pelluting air cmissions,

(16) South Covst s ot address the potential that, i ransit operators siow theer ehicle
urn-over rates, the average age: of buses within pariicula flects waf vise, which n turn
will redic the atractivemess of hus service in those areas. This could el to  reduced
domand for mass transit service, and greater private vhiele usc

N Culed o secummends ot €0, b, ot M e nchud  Tables 21 and 22,

1 additon the Dt asumes hit e vebilos s aerage Vould deive  addiona v el 0
Gl I 1 an etremely et ssunnpion. it e tha ity CNG recling statons siible it the
Ot s e 1 55U et on sverage 3 v e on drive s adons] 2 5 mils. South aasc
S sures existing CNG it aperaons o determin the Jistnce they cureemly have 19 wave 0 locate anof
e reuchog saton

5PA Comments on CFQA Revicww of Proposed Rules 5
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The CEOA Aalysis Inodoauarely Examines Alierat

19

South Cousts treatment of schouls buses mer the propased nles s iconsisten.” {n
the one baod the Distict states that removal  buses from service was not considered
becausc proposed ute 1195 provides a financial hardship siver, O the other hand the
District counts the air quality benefies associated weth (e rule s i mo schoals will ke,
advantage of the hardship provision. However, i Is ikely that every schoal bus operstor
‘may ask for an exemption. Accordingly. the Disttct should nat Iay claim to an
associated aie quality bencfits unless i can affimmatively shorw that the opestars can
afford to meet the b rules with cxisting rosources.

South Coust stutes that *_.almost 75 percent of the electretty usod i the SCIOMD
Jurisdiction is imported from out-of diserict und out-of state piants. Thus therc is »
substantial amount of unuscd gencrating capicity within the SCAQMD's jurisdiction
Any additiona] elociscity necdel fo paser new electric motars would mast ikely be
Pravided by uvt-aEbasia and out-of-sate paser planis.™ The secand semeace af thes
sutment does nat follow frrm extr the frs ar the thard. Ln any event, up 1o 70 new ar
tepowered eneratars lacated m or near Califoonla s expected oves the noxt decade.
Many of hese will he sites m the basun {e.g.. San Sernardin), and wil displace out-of
regian powet imports.

Fucl Hagands

Althousgh Senth Coust raises some alurmng wsucs ahout th s
alternative el vehicles, i o il 10 wddress possibie ssociated ouicomes For
example, “Ulike gasaline, methanal can ignite i enclosed spaces such as fuel

taks..™® “There are conflicting data abou the safety of compressor stafions:™! “When
maintaining CNG-flaeled vehiclcs,there is @ danger of relcasing gas in the maintenance:
shp patentially creating explosive hazaeds. ™ The Disirict asserts hat e safety
issues are erther taken care of by cxisting regultions, be have been addressed through.
case studics. without providing dny evidence Ihat the miprovements mag at Baltimore
Washingtan Intemationsl. for sxample, have been widely adopted

ards assocneted

gl , g 15

Tehuper 4 - Fasonanencl pass ed Mitgaon.page 425

Fhapier 4, 4 8L

Veage 481

VPage 454, See alo pages 486 on the sl oG, 110488 o th ks ssocaid with 116,

51w, he Districtshould include sccdem sl oidet dac for alof e fuc rscussed e e

. il CNG, LNGH 0 Uable 3 25, aml should ey any scent eergency ncades s CNELNG.
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[image: image85.png]While overal risks associaled with diemative ficls may be no geeate than the cxisting
system, they are certainly differcnl. Flect operators. fir dopartments. and other celesian
organizations have much less eapericnce hundling altermative fucls, and. particularty
during & framsifion phasc, this wil incroasc the probability that aceidoats will Tappen.
Likewise. given firc dcpanments' limitcd experience with CNG, additional raining and
new equipment will be nceded These potential cosis and outcomes should be
sppropriately addressed i (he analysis. Spieally, the Disiiet shoukd vbvain
dacumented inpu from Yacal and sate fice experts and emergencs response persorncl an
the relative bazaeds and trainiong and equipment necessary (o respond to alerative fuel
accidents. This inquery should include an anvestigation tnt the potential tisks of
emergency veicles benng swanded for lack of fuel wn cases of earthquakes and frcs when
supplies of extremely Nammable CNG arc unavailable.

The isteie docs ot adequately address how the geographic distributon of fices an
Jielung,stations would affect public health and sufety rsks. For example, depending on
where the cling ceoters are ocaed, they may et L increase rises 1o e affectsd
populations. Likewise, The scdiional scatioas anl reater dispersion of vebicles causod
by the meed for more Irips or vehiclss could tax the emergency response systom should
mor than une uccideat beeur siowltaneously.

Thi CFOA Aualyss Docs Not Sufficientl Investigate Pateniial Petrolvum Scter limpacts

South Coas veles on a vefinery FIR for CARR Phase I gusoline  estimate the impuct
of the fow suifur dicsel requarement. Since many tefiners made iuvestoents 1o produce
CARB dicsel a few years prior 1o CARTS Phase )1 it may be more uscful to base dicscl-
Telated cost estumates on EIR's developed for these projocts

South Coust ignores the possibility that, given the increased demand for narural gas
cuansed by the proposed rules. other alernative fel regulatons, and angoung; electric
ndustey vestructuring, additional pipeline cupacisy may bo repuived n the region. This,
1 tarn, would result in consiraction-related impacts thal ware not consideted in the
analysis, Likewisc, the quality of additional aturat gas supplics may adversely impact
cmissions and vehicle performance. The Distrct should investigate whether or ol
available supplies of altemativs fiels consistently moet € AR specifications.

The fow sulfior mandute: condl force greater reliance on foreign oil mports ..
Ioesia, wth concomitun ecomomics impacis. This is becase Alaskan st
Califocnian oil tends to bave higher sulfur comtent. Likeswise, the sulfrwill need t b
disposed o, exher profitably ot at a loss. ‘The resuling higher cosls, in tum, woubl need
o be calleeted feam a cansumption base that would b shrinking 45 s resultof the
Proposed rules, herehy likely feadiog to higher fucl prics.

WSPA Comments on CEQA Review of Froposed Rules 7
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124

South Coust ignores the potential adverse consequences associated with the significant
transition pertod caused by the proposed rules. Tor exarmple, many of the flaet operators
will ot have experience with ahormative fuel vehicles, at beast not an the seale prompicd
by the proposals. Likewise, aliemative el vehucle perfarmance may be substantially
wnknown, and over the shost.teem el could expericnce tore bresk-downs, Suce the
altemitive fuck vehicle infrasteucture is much less developed than the existing diescl-
dominated system, pars and adeyuate repair service may be difieul 1o find. Thesc.
factors i tam could load o addtuonal congestion resulting from on-raad break-downs:
‘marc conissions stcmonng from th need to shuttle shipments and fepai sersices 10 and
tiom disabled vehicles: an incteased reluctance o purchase new technology: and adverse
ecanumic impacts elated to reduced effliencies and service slow-downs

The CEQA Analyes Inudecquately Exsmings Potential Cumularive Inpacts

2]

26}

South Coast provides a supergicial treiment of he potential cumlutive impucts of the
proposed rules. Kven within th marrov definiion of “cumnulative™ asserted by the
Distcict isc below) very e formation is provided on these potential mpacis. Far
exampl, the Distrct asseris: *The overall consiruetion-related impacts of irplesneti
the proposed flct culcs ace cxpocted (o bs sl or the same 55 for consinuction
activiizs assorciated with gasoline and diese? fels. Therolore, potentiul cumulative
Sigmficant adverse harand impacts s not antcipatcd from Uhé imlecnentston of the
proposed fleet vehicles ™t This stateement ignorcs the fact hat it s the praposed rules
thenseles that promp the construction activity — absct the rles aggregate building
would be enuch less for "eaditional” as well as shemative fucls. Likewise, the Distrct
‘compltely omits the consequences ol the constanl egulatory chanzes that arc beins
impased on the state’s sctineries from its analysi. "

Although South Coast nderstunds that the proposed rules are part of angomng effort i
ater Calfornia’s el wpastructure, it docs mo address the cunmulative inplications of
this acteaty. Tor example, South Coaststates that "With rogard to FIDVs. the proposesd
tleet would aceelerate an existing trend of moving away from diesel-fueled 1DV 1o
altemative clean fel TTDVs. Further, even without the praposed ficet vehiele rules
‘greates penetcation of alteamative clean (el HDVs will acour because of CARI's existmy

Chape 4 page 4 0

¥Givn th bl espons o hgher psuline ces. i sems parslady sposble forthe Dt ct

o ully considr the cus comscqucnee offhe e of pezolum-reated equiteents cartenty ewssang om
botn Sout Cotstand CARS.
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[image: image87.png]avd foure antcipsted HDV standards.™ Yet 1o futher analyss is presented on har the
entieety of these liked poli i

The CEQA Analysie Tgnores Environmental Justicc Issucs

(7). Soth Coast asserts that the proposed rule would contibute 10 “envirommental justios™

However, the CEQA document contains 10 analyses of the possible geographic or
demogeaphic consequences of the proposed action, TFor example:

+ . The sdditional altemative fueling stations induced by the rule are lkely to be
disproportionately located in areas with substantial industial and commercial
dovelopment, near low-fncame or minority communifics.”

+ Conaliad refucing inrasrctor codd resulinmorerfueling osentd rips
through these comminitics.

 Transit distiots lovated in particular jurisdictions may be less able o afford
soplscement vebicles, hereby potentiaily reducing service to nearby residents, and
‘maintaining older, bighe emiting, fleets for [onger tim poriods thar other aceas.

The Distriot needs t fully investigate tiese and ofhor cquity issues 50 #s (o provide
decisioarinakers with a.comprohensive understanding ERow (he proposed rules affect
the status of environmental justige in the Basin: .

The Alteratives Asscssmentis Grossly Tnadequate

(@9 Souch Const s dlmissve ofposibeprect aternatves withous going any of e
mich considerion. For exaniple:

MChapter 3, page 4-103. 1o s ven the Distiet should assme tha BB’ 200617 nonside smision
it o new HDVS ould b adapiod by s cod of s yearond ully mplmented by 2005

¥ fiongh sinle sfmition ofervitonmental jusoe b o v widely adogted, ¢ ooty sfess o the
ncquiahle dibuton of s ndieed eqviasnentl arns, parialuly on o ncome and ronwhite
populions.

iimilrly, bty Gispose il may b dipropoctonaely located i these acas. 0 s vein, 55
obited outby e Gity o Los Anglos, tho isria s domevery Ltk 0 eatfy the gecgraphic implicatons of
ol induced usling Inrosrclue, See Leter o Bury Wallasei, s Oficer, fom te City of Lus
Angele, Decerober 14,1999,
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[image: image88.png](29 While additiona) indentives may ot be . within the regulatory authority-of the
SCAQMD...™ the Disteet cartanly could work with other regulatory snd-
Legiclative agencies 1o develop an effective market-based program, as well 25
‘hamess available state funds i service of air quality improvements.

(30)  Given the shiRing nature of available techoology, a phased-appioach may provide
the tlexibity flets nead to select the appropriate fel wher it s avaitable.

@) Given emerging CARB regulsions, withont fully modehing the emissions.
impliations -~ and cxdmining thei reltive cos-effctveness and equity
implications - oF both stato and regional proposal t s iffeult 1o assess what
region-specifc policics would be most appropristly adopied 2t tis tone.

‘The District shold comprehensively ce-evabiate the potential for aktematives to provide
similar air quality beneilts i more cost-effective fashion.

Sineerely,

ArMe

StevenJ. Moss
Pacwier, M.Cabed.

Chaper 5, page 52
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Comment Letter 5:
m. CUBED

Response 5-1:
The SCAQMD is aware of the procedural and substantive requirements of CEQA.  As a result, the SCAQMD prepared a program environmental assessment (PEA) for the proposed fleet vehicle rules pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15168.  The PEA complies with all relevant CEQA requirements and fulfills the letter and intent of serving as an informational document that “will inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project”  (CEQA Guidelines §15121(a)).

Response 5-2:
The commentator states that the PEA fails to describe with sufficient specificity specific rule language for each of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The project descriptions in Chapter 2 of the PEA provide a description for each proposed fleet vehicle rule that is sufficient in detail to allow meaningful analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts.  In addition to draft rule language being available for PR 1191, 1192, and 1193 at the time the Draft PEA was released for public review, draft rule language is currently available for PR 1186.1 and 1194.  No additional adverse environmental impacts have been identified.

Response 5-3:
Because the proposed rules constitute a regulatory program, a program CEQA document (CEQA Guidelines §15168) is the appropriate CEQA document.  For additional information on the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-1 and #1-2.  See also response to comment #1-7. Responses to comments on the component of the individual fleet vehicle rules will be prepared and included in the Staff Reports for the individual rules.  With regard to rule-specific analyses, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-20 and #1-31.  Appendix H provides responses to all comments received on the Draft PEA.  

It is unclear what the commentator means in point #3 that the SCAQMD “provide a comprehensive assessment of the cumulative impacts of the proposed rules within the context of other emerging regulations.”  If the commentator is referring to CARB’s urban bus fleet rule and recently proposed U.S. EPA standards for heavy duty vehicles, these have been accounted for in Alternative B.  The intent of Alternative B is to determine emission benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, while taking into account control programs that were proposed by CARB and U.S. EPA during preparation of the analysis, that could have an effect on emissions from fleets affected by the proposed fleet rules.  This specifically includes CARB’s urban bus fleet rule and CARB/U.S. EPA research targets for more stringent NOx and PM emission standards for 2007 and subsequent model years for all heavy-duty engine.  Subsequent to the preparation of emission benefit analysis as contained in the Draft PEA, for the proposed fleet rules, CARB adopted its urban bus fleet rule, which has been included in the refined baseline emission benefit calculation.  Similarly, U.S. EPA recently published an NPRM for all heavy-duty engines that includes proposals for more stringent PM emission standards beginning in the 2007 model year and a more stringent NOx emission standard to be phased in between the 2007 and 2010 model years; this proposal will be included in the modified Alternative B emission benefit calculations.

With regard to potential cumulative adverse environmental impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules and CARB/U.S. EPA programs, significant effects of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, i.e., construction impacts, are not expected to accumulate because similar state and federal mobile source program construction impacts would occur, for the most part, in a later time frame, post 2007.  Construction impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules would terminate by 2005.  With regard to production of low sulfur fuel pursuant to PAR 431.2, modifications at district refineries would terminate by 2002, well before impacts from any state or federal programs would occur.

Response 5-4:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the assumptions used in the analysis of the proposed fleet vehicle rules contained in the PEA are unsupported.  Responses to comments #5-5 through #5-13 respond to the specific assertions by the commentator on the assumptions used in the PEA.

Response 5-5:
The commentator asserts that the SCAQMD should examine costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  With regard to costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #3-11.  In this comment, the commentator incorrectly states that the PEA does not take into consideration costs and how they will affect “resulting vehicle purchase patterns,” i.e., indirect physical effects resulting from economic costs.  With regard to analyzing indirect physical impacts resulting from costs of the program, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-4, #1-52, #1-65, and #1-111.  See also the “Indirect Air Quality Effects” section, which specifically includes analyses of economic impacts generating secondary or indirect air quality impacts.  In particular the commentator is referred to the subsections entitled “Loss of Service,” “Longer Fleet Turnover Rate,” and “Centralized Refueling.”

Response 5-6:
The commentator incorrectly states that the SCAQMD provides no support for its “assumption or its mandate.”  It is unclear from the comment, but it is assumed that “assumption and mandate” refer to the fact that PR 1191 precludes the use of diesel-fueled vehicles.  Consequently, this assumption is unrelated to the assumptions used for the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts contained in the PEA.  PR 1191 relies on Section 40919(e) of the California Health and Safety Code regarding “low-emission vehicles.”  Under Section 39037.05 of the California Health and Safety Code, diesel-fueled vehicles are specifically excluded.  Further, there are no CARB-certified diesel vehicles that qualify as methanol equivalent.  For additional information the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34.  However, the “consequences” of both alternative clean fuel use and clean diesel technology, including low sulfur diesel are analyzed in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  See also response to #1-16, #1-38, #2-4, and #3-21.

Response 5-7:
The commentator implies in this comment that the universe affected fleet vehicles may be incorrect, yet provides no better estimates.  The SCAQMD has been in communications with CEC staff regarding a more enhanced fleet vehicle database.  The CEC database is still under development and more likely information collected by SCAQMD staff would help in the development of the CEC database at this point.  Regardless, it is expected that the universe of affected fleet vehicles is overestimated for a number reasons.  The commentator is referred to the response to comments #1-54 and #1-66.  See also response to comment #3-50.

It is unclear what the commentator means by the statement “the economics of scale implicitly assumed in the analysis may not be accurate.”  The analysis of impacts related specifically to the proposed fleet vehicle rules identifies construction of the infrastructure development to build AFV refueling stations as the primary source of potential environmental impacts from the project.  (For the purposes of this discussions only the impacts resulting from amending Rule 431.2 are excluded.)  The number of AFV refueling stations was estimated based on the number of fleet vehicles affected.  As already indicated, the analysis likely overestimates the number of affected fleet vehicles to provide a “worst-case” analysis.  No economies of scale were used to estimate the number of AFV refueling stations. 

Response 5-8:
The commentator incorrectly states that the analysis of environmental impacts from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules assumes a maximum of three AFV refueling stations per year would be constructed.  The analysis assumed that a maximum of three alternative fuel refueling facilities under construction each day would occur, which represents a “worst case” scenario, rather than “three stations a year,” as stated in the comment.  Please refer to responses to comments 4-28 and 4-29.

Response 5-9:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that the SCAQMD’s analysis of short-term alternative clean fuel refueling station construction emissions may reflect the minimum emissions from this activity.  The SCAQMD cannot predict the specific schedules that would be followed for construction of new alternative fuel refueling facilities.  Therefore, assumptions had to be made regarding the time over which new facilities will be constructed.  The normal useful lifetime for heavy-duty fleet vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules ranges from about seven years for vehicles such as street sweepers collection vehicles to about 12 years for refuse collection vehicles and transit buses.  Therefore, it would have been plausible to assume that construction of alternative fuel refueling facilities would occur over a period as long as ten years or more.  However, the SCAQMD assumed that all facilities would be constructed over a five-year period, in order to provide a conservative estimate of the numbers of facilities that would be under construction at the same time.

The SCAQMD does not agree that the “tipping point” scenario described in the comment would lead to higher short-term emissions.  Since the commentator did not describe this scenario in detail and demonstrate how it would lead to higher short-term construction emissions, the SCAQMD presumes that the commentator meant that some fleet vehicle operators would delay replacement of vehicles for some time period, then replace more vehicles during one year than would normally be replaced and construct the alternative fuel refueling facilities required for these new vehicles.  However, the SCAQMD’s assumption of a five-year period for construction of all of the new alternative fuel refueling stations required for compliance with the proposed fleet vehicle rules accommodates this “accelerated” refueling facility construction rate.  This is because the typical fleet vehicle lifetime of 10 years leads to an average replacement rate of 10 percent of the fleet vehicles each year, while the five-year construction period leads to construction of 20 percent of the required facilities each year. Therefore, the SCAQMD’s assumed construction schedule would accommodate a vehicle replacement rate during each year that is twice as high as the average replacement rate.  Please refer to responses to comments 4-28 and 4-29.

Response 5-10:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that no evidence was provided concerning implementation of the rules.  The SCAQMD cannot foresee with precise detail how the individual rules would be implemented, since this will differ from one fleet operator to another and would require substantial speculation.  The SCAQMD has therefore made conservative assumptions in estimating the impacts from conversion of the existing infrastructure.  Instead of considering changes to the existing infrastructure, the SCAQMD analyzed the impacts of essentially creating a new infrastructure in place of the existing infrastructure for HDV refueling.  This results in overstating potential adverse environmental impacts.
Response 5-11:
The commentator appears to question that the existing public health and safety regulations referenced in the PEA will sufficiently protect the public and provides improper battery disposal as an example of this concern.  As stated in the PEA, most batteries (from 95 to 98 percent) are recycled, particularly because there is an economic incentive in doing so.  In addition, the total number of electric vehicles that are expected to be used due to the implementation of the proposed rules is estimated to be only 750 with a yearly maximum of 100, so the overall number of batteries that might be improperly disposed of is minute relative to the total number of batteries disposed of each year.  As a result, there is no reason to believe that existing battery and disposal facilities cannot handle this minor increase in battery disposal and recycling.  Similarly, the commentator provides no credible data facts, or other information supporting his opinion regarding why existing “laws, regulations and practices” would be insufficient to accommodate this minor change.  As far as other hazards associated with the transition to alternative fuels are concerned, they are thoroughly addressed under the water resources, solid/hazardous waste and hazards sections of Chapter 4 of the PEA.
Response 5-12:
There is no assumption implicit or explicit in the analysis “that regulations cure all ills.”  The analysis assumes current patterns of compliance (or noncompliance) with applicable regulations will continue.  Fleet operators who convert their vehicles to electric vehicles avoid the use of motor oil and therefore the potential of motor oil entering into the environment whether intentional (via illegal dumping) or unintentional (via spillage or from leaking underground storage tanks).  The SCAQMD does not have any evidence (either in favor of or to the contrary) that the likelihood of motor oil dumping from a fleet refueling facility differs from the overall vehicle universe.  The commentator has provided no data, facts or other information to support his opinion that patterns of compliance will change, nor has he made any recommendations for the SCAQMD to evaluate regarding changes to patterns of compliance with applicable regulations.  In any event, even if the commentator is correct that fleet operators are “more responsible” than the general public, this would not cause any significant adverse water quality effects from the proposed rules.

Response 5-13:
The price of gasoline is subject to frequent change and has been highly volatile between when the research for the PEA was performed and when the comment was submitted by the commentator.  The price of gasoline used in Table 4-6 of the PEA is only used for comparison purposes to the price of diesel to derive the value for the diesel fuel cost index.  Since both the gasoline and diesel fuel prices were both obtained from the same sources and within the same timeframe, this information is appropriate for comparison purposes.  Further, the analysis of environmental impacts from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules does not rely on the price of gasoline.  This information is simply to provide information on the relative characteristics of alternative clean fuels, gasoline, and diesel.
Response 5-14:
The commentator asserts that the PEA did not account for longer fleet vehicle turnover rates or consider deterioration of onboard control devices.  On both counts the commentator is incorrect.  In the “Indirect Air Quality Effects” section in Chapter 4 there is a subsection entitled “Longer Vehicle Turnover Rate” where the SCAQMD analyzed the potential delayed replacement (longer turnover rate) of heavy-duty vehicles.  The analysis only included heavy-duty vehicles because LEV or cleaner light- and medium-duty vehicles are generally available at a relatively small incremental increase in cost.  The air quality effects of longer heavy-duty vehicle turnover rates were then incorporated into the net air quality benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  In the years 2001 and 2002 construction air quality impacts for CO, VOC, and PM10 from refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur fuel exceed SCAQMD significance thresholds.  After completion of the refinery modifications (the analysis conservatively assumes a two-year construction schedule) the overall air quality impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules are still a net emissions benefit through the year 2010, even when emissions from longer turnover rates are included in the analysis. 

With regard to consideration of the deterioration on onboard control devices, the emission factors used for conventional diesel and gasoline light-, medium-, and heavy-duty vehicles are in-use factors, which are factors from vehicles with a specified number of vehicle miles traveled, e.g., 50,000.  This means that deterioration of onboard control devices is already accounted for in the emission standards used by the SCAQMD.  Finally, the emission reduction calculation methodology used by the SCAQMD is consistent with guidance provided by CARB.

Response 5-15:
The emission benefits of the proposed fleet rules, for light- and medium-duty vehicles are HC, CO, and NOx, which are expected if the SCAQMD is requiring fleets to purchase cleaner vehicles in this category that are subject to more stringent HC, CO, and NOx emission standards.  For heavy-duty engines, the emission benefits are expected to be lower NOx and PM levels, based on the intrinsically clean characteristics of natural gas combustion versus diesel fuel combustion, for mobile heavy-duty engine applications.

Response 5-16:
The table considered available diesel technology not emerging diesel technology.  As already noted, the index referred to here by the commentator is used only to provide information on the relative characteristics of the various alternative clean fuels compared to gasoline and diesel.  The analysis of environmental impacts did not rely on this information.

Relative to the analysis of environmental impacts, the commentator incorrectly assumes that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules did not include an environmental analysis of low sulfur fuel and associated after-treatment technologies.  Chapter 4 of the PEA includes a description of these technologies as well as a comprehensive analysis of potential impacts from these technologies.  For additional information the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-38.  See also responses to comments #2-4 and #3-21.

Response 5-17:
With regard to the methodology for calculating emission benefits, taking into consideration of CARB’s urban transit bus rule and U.S. EPA’s recently propose heavy-duty vehicle standard, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-47, #1-67, and #1-68, # 4-35, and #4-37.  See also response to comment #4-32.

Response 5-18:
The 0.1 gm/bhp-hr standard applies to heavy-duty engines and the 0.05 gm/bhp-hr standard applies to engines used for urban buses.

Response 5-19:
The AIChE study (AIChE Appendix A) states that life cycle emissions (including methane emissions) of the alternate fuels were considered as part of the in the analysis.

Response 5-20:
The commentator’s opinion that the PEA did not consider transportation impacts from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules is incorrect.  Potential indirect transportation/circulation impacts have been adequately evaluated in the PEA.  As discussed in response to comment #1-106, the SCAQMD does not agree that additional trips will necessarily be required because of the lower energy content of alternative fuels.  However, as presented in the indirect transportation/circulation section of Chapter 4 of the PEA, the SCAQMD evaluated the average increase in daily refueling trips that would occur if all heavy-duty fleet vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules, except transit buses, traveled to centralized refueling sites.  The analysis concluded that an average of 40 refueling trips would be made each day by heavy-duty vehicles to each site, which is below the significance criterion of 350 trips per site.  Based on this estimate, the number of daily refueling trips made by heavy-duty vehicles subject to the proposed fleet vehicle rules would have to increase by a factor of eight to nine to exceed the significance criterion.  Therefore, the SCAQMD does not anticipate that the proposed fleet vehicle rules will cause significant transportation/circulation impacts. Furthermore, as discussed in response to comment #1-50, the SCAQMD does not agree that fleet operators will increase their fleet sizes.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-72 and #3-40.

Response 5-21:
The SCAQMD concurs that the assumption that all heavy-duty vehicles will drive an additional five miles per refueling trip is conservative since many fleet operators are anticipated to install alternative fuel refueling facilities at their existing refueling sites.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-106. 

The SCAQMD contacted a number of agencies or businesses regarding their experiences with AFVs.  These include specific Southern California entities such as: Waste Management Industries with 30 CNG heavy duty trash trucks and 70 diesels; the City of Santa Monica with 200 CNG and LPG vehicles of which 32 are heavy duty trash vehicles; GTE with several hundred CNG vehicles; the City of Cypress that has operated an assortment of LPG vehicles for 20 years; and, the City of Oxnard with 35 transit buses.  These entities typically have central maintenance and refueling facilities so that vehicles do not travel additional miles per refueling trip.

Response 5-22:
As indicated in response to comment the SCAQMD does not agree that a significant number of additional trips will necessarily be required.  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #5-20.  Further, as noted in comment #5-20, the analysis of potential additional trips concluded that there would not be a significant number of new trips per facility.  Based on this conclusion, any additional wear on existing roadways would be undetectable compared to the wear from existing traffic levels.  See also response to comment #4-18.

Response 5-23:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that the analysis of environmental impacts from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules does not consider potential indirect effects of longer transit bus turnover rates.  The commentator is referred to the “Indirect Air Quality Effects” section in Chapter 4 of the PEA, which specifically includes analyses of economic impacts generating secondary or indirect air quality impacts.  In particular the commentator is referred to the subsection entitled “Longer Fleet Turnover Rate.”

Response 5-24:
The analysis of emission benefits from PR 1195 assumed that affected school bus fleets would comply with the requirement to replace diesel school buses with alternative clean fuel school buses.  It is speculative for the commentator to assume that no diesel school buses would be replaced by an alternative fuel school bus.  Assuming, however, that no school buses were replaced by alternative fuel buses, this would reduce the potential benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  It should be noted that CEQA Guidelines §15126.2 requires a CEQA analysis to focus on significant effects on the environment.  CEQA Guidelines §15382 defines significant effects on the environment, in part, as an, “adverse [emphasis added] change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project…”  As a result, there is no requirement that the benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules be discussed at all.

In addition to the above, if the analysis in the PEA assumed that all replacement and new school buses continued to consist of diesel school buses, potential adverse environmental impacts would be reduced because fewer alternative fuel refueling stations would be required.  Assuming all new and replacement school buses would be replaced by alternative fuel buses provides a conservative “worst-case” analysis that maximizes impacts.  Thus, the SCAQMD has disclosed to the public the maximum potential adverse impacts resulting from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.

Response 5-25:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that the cited sentences from the PEA are inconsistent.  The amount of power generated inside the district and imported from outside the district is based on a number of factors including lower cost power produced outside the district; operating conditions of the equipment (i.e., continuous operation or peak operation only); type of equipment, e.g., boilers, gas turbines, etc.  Since the large majority of electricity used in the district is imported, it is expected that this situation will continue in spite of any increase in electricity demand that may be caused by the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  This is the intent of the cited text.

The speculation that “up to 70 new or repowered generators located in or near California are expected over the next decade” is irrelevant and unrelated to the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  If new or repowered electric power generating equipment are constructed in the SCAQMD, they would be subject to stringent emissions control requirements pursuant to either SCAQMD Regulation XIII or Rule 2005, which require best available control equipment, emission offsets, etc.  As a result, significant adverse air quality impacts would not occur.

Response 5-26:
Pages 4-83, 4-84 and 4-86 discuss potential problems and the mitigation measures that have been defined in the applicable codes that must be implemented for AFV refueling systems.  With regard to the Baltimore bus fires (described on page 4-82 and 4-83), the National Highway Traffic Safety Board (NHTSB) concluded that the cause of the bus fires at Baltimore was due to a design flaw in the power steering and natural gas vent system of the El Dorado National bus that is manufactured in California.  The problem was specific to the design of the El Dorado National bus and not necessarily generic to all CNG buses.  Mr. Khalil Subat of El Dorado was contacted to discuss the problem and its solution.  El Dorado redesigned and retrofitted the Baltimore buses and has incorporated the lessons learned from this incident into its new buses.  El Dorado has notified its customer base of the problem and has encouraged them to retrofit the buses with the design flaw.  According to Mr. Subat, an NFPA committee is aware of the El Dorado design problem and is currently reviewing the NFPA 52 code to see if the El Dorado problem requires the code to be revised.  California buses will have to conform to whatever version of NFPA 52 is in force when they are manufactured.  Older fleet vehicles may be subject to recalls if problems are discovered.

Response 5-27:
There is no evidence that CNG buses pose any greater risk of fire or explosion than diesel buses. The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-120 above for additional information concerning accident safety. The California Hazardous Material Incident Reporting System (CHMIRS) is currently (5/22/00) under construction and it was not possible to access it to determine if any of the hazardous releases cited in Table 3-25 of the PEA involved diesel, gasoline, CNG, LNG or other alternate fuels.

Response 5-28:
With regard to fire hazards associated with alternative clean fuels and contacting local fire officials, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-8, which discusses the LAFD’s ability to respond to alternate fuel incidents. With regard to emergency vehicles being stranded for lack of CNG fuel, emergency vehicles are specifically exempt from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  This has not been an issue in the Coachella Valley, as they have dedicated CNG refueling vehicles on standby for emergencies.

Response 5-29:
With regard to siting AFV refueling stations the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-10, #1-29, and #1-31.  With regard to safety and hazard issues, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #3-69.

Response 5-30:
With respect to past projects at district refineries to produce CARB diesel, modifications at district refineries were minor in nature, that either did not trigger a CEQA analysis or triggered an analysis demonstrating insignificant impacts in a negative declaration.  Consequently, these projects were not considered for use as a model with which to analyze potential environmental impacts because it was determined that they might not necessarily be representative of refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur diesel and might not capture potential “worst-case” impacts.  Since the Federal and CARB phase II specifications required major refinery modifications, these projects were determined to provide a more representative “worst-case” analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from anticipated refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur fuel.  See also responses to comments #2-4 and #3-21.

Response 5-31:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that the future availability of natural gas has been ignored.  Table 4-27 of the PEA, shows that the projected demand for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is estimated to be 2.75 percent of the total natural gas consumption within the SCAQMD jurisdiction.  This implies that the natural gas usage as a result of the proposed fleet vehicle rules are insignificant in relation to the demand of the region.  Other developments mentioned by the commentator that rely on natural gas in the region are part of the natural gas demand baseline  The effects of future developments such as other alternative fuel regulations and electric industry restructuring, are considered speculative at this time and, therefore, are not considered by the SCAQMD.

The commentator further raises a concern regarding the quality of the natural gas supply due to increased future demand.  The overall natural gas demand in the region is expected to increase from 0.72 trillion cubic feet (TCF) in CY 2000 to 0.78 TCF in CY 2010 (see Table 4-27 of the PEA).  The SCAQMD does not anticipate that this increase in usage which translates to about 0.8 percent per year will significantly affect the quality of the natural gas supply.
Response 5-32:
Currently, refiners obtain the majority of their crude feedstock from U.S. sources, including Alaskan North Slope (ANS) and California. Statewide, refiners rely on Alaska for 45 percent of their petroleum supply and California for about 50 percent. Foreign sources provide the balance.  The specific level of crude imports from foreign countries depends on the specific transportation options and refinery capabilities available to a specific refiner.  The demand for diesel fuel is likely to be reduced relative to baseline levels as a result of the full implementation of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, thereby reducing the marginal demand for imported crude.  At the same time, diesel supply is heavily affected by choices that refiners make with respect to gasoline and aviation fuel demand, as well as baseline diesel demand.  Refiners are constantly monitoring market and relative price conditions to determine the precise amount of diesel fuel to refine and to keep in inventory.  It is unlikely that PAR 431.2 or the proposed fleet vehicle rules will create substantial additional demand for foreign oil imports.

The sulfur levels of ANS crude have already been factored into the refinery specifications for most West Coast refiners.  Sulfur recovery methods are anticipated to increase as a result of the PAR 431.2, although some higher sulfur diesel and distillate fuels may be exported for off-road market niches outside of California.  The costs of sulfur removal and disposition are relatively small in relation to the overall capitalization of modern refineries in the district.  It is projected that such investments could be amortized at less cents per gallon than the typical weekly or monthly price variation in the diesel market.  It is expected that continued price volatility will exist in both the gasoline and diesel markets and that this volatility will be much greater than three to five cents per gallon.  Higher fuel prices are expected in light of the general continuing expansion of the California and national energy demand as a result of the growth of the economy.  This growing baseline energy demand includes the increasing demand for Sport Utility Vehicles and light- and medium-duty diesel trucks.

Response 5-33:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that the SCAQMD has not considered “adverse consequences associated with the significant transition period caused by the proposed rules.”  With regard to operational changes during the transition to AFVs, including breakdown and repair issues, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-50, #1-81, and #1-120.  Further, a representative from Sunline stated that the average number of miles between breakdowns was substantially lower for their AFV vehicles compared to the breakdown rate when they operated heavy-duty diesel vehicles.  Similarly, the LACMTA has indicated that downtime for their CNG buses is the same as for their diesel buses.  Based on the information contained in the responses identified here, the commentator’s conjecture that increased breakdowns will occur resulting in increased emissions from repair services is purely speculation and is inconsistent with the data presented in the PEA and the above-mentioned responses to comments.

Response 5-34:
The commentator has misunderstood the text cited from page 4-79 of the Draft PEA.  The cumulative impacts discussion does not refer to the potential hazards of the fuels to be used, but rather refers to potential hazards from the construction activities to build the AFV refueling stations.  The construction activities associated with building AFV refueling stations are essentially similar to construction activities to build conventional gasoline or diesel refueling stations.  Although the proposed fleet vehicle rules are anticipated to require construction activities that, in their absence, would not otherwise occur, there is no evidence that the cumulative effect of these construction activities would increase construction hazards because, on average, only three CNG refueling stations would be under construction per day in widely dispersed areas of the district.

Response 5-35:
With regard to costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #3-11.

Response 5-36:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that the analysis of environmental impacts does not consider penetration of alternative clean fuel heavy duty vehicles from CARB’s urban transit bus rule or proposed standards for other heavy-duty vehicles.  With regard to the methodology for calculating emission benefits, taking into consideration of CARB’s urban transit bus rule and U.S. EPA’s recently propose heavy-duty vehicle standard, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-47, #1-67, and #1-68, # 4-35, and #4-37.  See also response to comment #4-32.

Response 5-37:
With regard to the methodology for calculating emission benefits, taking into consideration of CARB’s urban transit bus rule and U.S. EPA’s recently proposed heavy-duty vehicle standard, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-47, #1-67, and #1-68, # 4-35, and #4-37.  See also response to comment #4-32.

Response 5-38:
The proposed fleet rules would reduce emissions from on-road mobile sources that travel primarily in residential and commercial areas such as transit buses, school buses, trash collection vehicles, street sweepers, and vehicles that are in government fleets used primarily in residential areas.  Thus, in these areas it is expected that localized exposure to potential toxic air contaminants would be lowered.

Response 5-39:
The commentator’s assertion that new alternative fuel fueling locations are “likely to be disproportionately located in areas with substantial industrial and commercial development, near low-income or minority communities” is unfounded.  With regard to siting AFV refueling stations, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments#1-10, #1-29, #1-31.  As noted in these responses, AFV refueling stations are expected to be built at existing public agency maintenance and refueling facilities with a concurrent reduction in diesel fuel dispensing.  As a result, the overall characteristics of existing maintenance and refueling facilities are not expected to change.  As a result, the commentator’s speculation that the proposed fleet vehicle rules will somehow generate disproportionate impacts to low income or minority communities is unsupported by any data, evidence, or other information and is inconsistent with the data and analyses presented in the PEA and these responses to comments.

Response 5-40:
The fact that battery disposal facilities may be disproportionately located in low income or minority communities is a land use issue resulting from land use planning decisions by public agencies with general land use authority, i.e., cities or counties, and is not related to implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  As noted in response to comment #5-11, the amount of additional batteries anticipated to be disposed of or recycled as a result of implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules is miniscule compared to the number of batteries disposed of or recycled annually.  As a result, the proposed fleet vehicle rules are not anticipated to noticeably alter operations at battery recycling facilities in the district.  Consequently, the commentator’s opinion that environmental justice impacts near battery recycling facilities is unfounded and is inconsistent with the data and analyses presented in the PEA and these responses to comments.

Response 5-41:
With regard to the potential for the proposed fleet vehicle rules to generate additional trips, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-106 and #5-20.  For the reason given in these responses, the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that increased vehicle trips will generate environmental justice impacts.

Response 5-42:
The commentator incorrectly asserts that the PEA did not analyze potential impacts from longer bus fleet turnover rates, or loss of bus service.  The commentator is referred to the “Indirect Air Quality Effects” section, in particular the subsections entitled “Loss of Service,” and “Longer Fleet Turnover Rate.”  Based on the analyses contained in these subsections, there is no reason to believe, and the commentator provides no evidence to support the opinion, that bus riders would discontinue riding a bus because it is older than the average bus fleet vehicle.  Further, the analysis indicated that approximately three buses per year for five years could be removed from service as a result of the incremental increase in costs to purchase an alternative fuel bus.  The removal of 15 buses over a five year period is not expected to disproportionately affect low income or minority residents because, as indicated in the PEA, transit services are underutilized.  For this reason, SCAG’s RTP recommends that transit operators to restructure existing transit services away from least performing lines toward feeder services, smart shuttles, busways, etc. 

Response 5-43:
This comment is a general summary of the preceding comments.  The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #5-38 through #5-42.

Response 5-44:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the alternatives analysis is “grossly inadequate.”  With regard to the requirements relative to an alternatives analysis, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-14.

Response 5-45:
The SCAQMD will continue to work with other regulatory and legislative authorities and with private entities also, to develop additional programs to reduce toxic and criteria pollutant emissions.

Response 5-46:
Staff has revised PRs 1191, 1192, and 1193 to provide a longer implementation period for smaller fleet operators to address concerns raised in connection with the need to develop the infrastructure necessary to implement these proposed rules.  In addition, PRs 1186.1, 1192, and 1193 provide a technology availability exemption should an alternative fuel engine/chassis specification is not available.

Response 5-47:
With regard to the methodology for calculating emission benefits, taking into consideration of CARB’s urban transit bus rule and U.S. EPA’s recently propose heavy-duty vehicle standard, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-47, #1-67, and #1-68, # 4-35, and #4-37.  See also response to comment #4-32.  With regard to modeling the “emissions implications,” the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-30 and #4-31.

Response 5-48:
With regard to the requirements relative to an alternatives analysis, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-14.
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Dr Bary Wallersein
Excautve Officer

Souta Coas Ar Quality Management Distict
21365 E. Copley Ave,,

Diamont Bar, Ca.

Re:  Comments on South Coast Air Quality Management District Fleet Rulss

The Wester States Petrofeurn Association (WSPA) is a trude geoup represenang
50l 30 campanies that explore, Gevelop, refine, market and transport petrolewn and
petroloum products. Many WSF A members hisve sxtensive operations in Southern
Caliorza and have 2 vital inteest 1 the Southem Calfomia economny. As yo kuow,
WSPA nas bacn acsive i quatity isses for the past 30 years

WSPA supports the need to improve air qualiy in the South Coast Hasin, We
agrec that all sources should reduce emissions in an equitable 03 Gt cffective manner.
nfortunately, we sul) must oppose the Districtsset of propased flet rules because they
are neither equitable nor cast effexive.

WSPA is basing our analysis on the Districts 5w statements that the rles will
‘rohibic the use of dicsel fusl for nevs vehicles and force the use of other fels in a
manner hat, by definction, i nat eeonomic, By taking this arbitrary action to ban the Use
‘ofnew diescl vehicles, we believe the Distriet will innccessarly interfere wth the
masket plase, hinds the developmeat of new crssion control techrologies and more
importantly delay ecuission reduetions thar would atherswise oceur exeept for these nles

‘We understand that the District believes that its easbling authority i the Health
‘and Safety code probisits the use of diesel_fucled vedicles. We do not agree with this
interpretarion. Tae District's position i also inconsistent with e use of diesel fusl for
medium dury vehicles in subsection (¢) ofRule 1181 {¢ ¢, CARR's list o vefricles dhat
comply with ths LEV, SULEV, and ULEY definitions). The Dismict's nconsisteacy is
sirking, Either the Distict i empaswerod 10 allow dissel-powered vehicles under ls
ules or s fs not. In cither case, if the District continues to assert that the legislative
authonty is derived from Scction #0447.5, it is unlkely that the Disirict oan arbitrarily
allow lesel-powered vebicles in one regulation 4nd prokibit s use in amother. While
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[image: image90.png]e understand that we must make every effort t educe epnissions, to suggest to 6
Board that 1 should set an importaat policy fo ban (ke use of dicsel fuel in cew light and
medum dury vehicles (or, 3 et undefined ineremental emission reductians s -
advised. The Distict must, at @ minumum_evaluate the ineremental exvissions beacfit
from probibiting the use of dicsel fue] a5 well 25 the cconomic impa.

‘With regard to providing lower sulfr iesel fuel 1 enable the use of advanced
exhaust atertreatzzent, WSPA s sil supporteve of 4 demand sidz rule whereby the fect
operaror would be required 10 parchase the lower Sulfur fucl. To date, three WSPA
‘memers, ARCO/BP, Equifon and Tosco have voluntarily announced thei willingnes 1>
sapply such fuelto fleets that imtend to use exkaust alerrcatonent,

In order to facuitte 2 more informed discussion, we would be mast inerested in
‘working with the Distriet and the California Air Resources Board (o csiablish programs
that provide equivalent or greater emissior. reductions i & more fuel neurral manner. We
feelthat such Giscussions could lead to research, technological innovation, and other
approaches that would resulf in improved air qulity much more rapidly aad witha
reduced economic impact

WSPA provided to the District (Tanary 21, 7000) correspandence that call into
‘question ttc zuthority of the Distrct 10 promulgate these regulations. We reitrite aur
Sorcems that the Disirict may be presmpted by federal legislation in ths area, We
conrinue o believe tha flet ard fuel regulations are mare properly developed at the
Stasc Jovel for & varicty of reasons ircluding legislative authority and effects on intra- a0d
interstate commerce. I aay eveat, the ntent shoud be 1o redos ecnissions wilhout
regard 1o foel type - a0 approach that should be used by any agcncy anemptiog o
regulate in this area. WSPA ill expand on this issue in a futre [eter o the Disiict.

Spesific Comments for Rule 1191:

Emission Beuefits Tt canne 2s a ignificars surprise o ind that the Preliminasy Stall
‘Report i ot claurung any emission reductos ic: diesel exhanst pantculates for Rule
1191, The Repont spends considerable time discussing the MATES I Sy, the
idenification of diesel exhaust s a Toxic Asr Contaminant, and the role dissel plays in
the estimated cances risks only 1o find that this rul provides no diesel partcalate.
emission reductions. MATES LI estimated the mabile source hydracarbon emissions at
over 24 T/D or approximately 8,760 uye. Assumiag all e hydrocarbon enssion
Fedictions are txic — which they are 701 - this amouns [0 les than 0.09% of the
problom. Given that the District s jusifying this regulation as needed 1o improve air
ity and reduce foxic sk, the lack of any emission reductions atributable t this rule
i very troubling, The lack of emission reduccions, shows that the measure is not cost
sifeetive,

‘The Peelimary Staff Report slso etimates the NOX seductian 12 fons/year in
2010, The draft Eavizormenta] Assessment Document in Table 4-7 estimates that Rules
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For purpases of comparison, CARE's Urben Bus Rule is estimated to provide almost
207 wns/yeas of NOx reductians and over 9105 per year of diesel panicutate
(eductions. Again, as in the previous instance,the Lack of demuonsirated emisstons
bemeiis coupled with (e possibilty of addstional fest operating costs demonsiates that
the proposal needs reconsideration.

‘The emission benefic caleulsted by this rule assvmes taat by 2004 over 0% of
ecle sates will be ULEY"s - m effect ightening the praposed standads from LEV ta
ULEV. Allaugh this is ikely the case for Light Doty Vehicles (LDVs), we question
s il be o for Medium Duty Vebicles (MDV's), We cute Foomote 2 for Table E-
2 that sugests that over 50% of LDV's n 2004 will need to be ULEV's 1n order to
comply with Corporate Fleet Avcrages requiced of aulo manufusturers. However, no
such similar explacation is provided for MDV's (Table E-4).

“The report nees Lo provide  basis for assuming that over 50% of the MDV's
alter 2004 will be CLEV's. Likewise we question the assumption of the dramaic
increase in ULEY's im mediun duty vehicles from MY 2000 through 2003, Al these
assumptions e very important 1o The estirated emission benefits from Rule 1191
because the ULEV emisnan Liits are considerably lower than the LEY limits. Itis
ueclear whether the Report assumes this evel of market penetration vl apply o both
\ight and mediur duty ‘vehicles or just light duty. We request that the Distiey clariy this
poict.

. Definitions:

Fleet Vehicles. Custorsarly, fleets are defined as 3 group of vehicles that are ar could be:
centralty fucled. Due fo e size of the Distric, it may be possible for individual vehioles
uned andior aperated by a public agency to be widely separsted by more than & tundred
miles. We therefore fecotamend that the District amend its definition of fleet vebicles to
only apply this rule ta Flees that are or could b centraly fueled or that "exclusively
romny” 0 2 sencal acility Zor fusling

‘We nave submittcd this comment (o you in the past but regrenably found tt it
had been igored in the Public Comment Section of the Preliminury Staff Reper.

4). List of Compliaat Vehicles:

1. The original Rulc 1190 required gasoline powered vehicles o be certifiod at ane-balf
the emission limit othecwise requised by Califomia rules, The March 2000
Preliminicy St Report does not address thisissue making 1t impossible 1o tell f his
i il he case. WSPA roguests any final Staff Reporc slearly stae the eritecta for
Iistng complying vebicles. This i another comment thar had been submitted ta you
earlier but wis ignored in the Preliminary Staff Report.






[image: image92.png]2. We appreciate the Districts action to addeess owr ealie suggestion fhat he crieria
fortighneniag the emission Himita for flet vehiles fom LEV 1o ULEV should be
done separately for bight and meda: doty vehicles.

3. We also appreciate the District responding fo our concern sbout the usc of previously
owned vehicies. We would St suggest fhat a provision be added @ subsection {d)
eoncerning tis issue o lizate any confusiun in the fumre.

4. Finslly, we approciate the Distrier's proposal that atempted o respond 10 our cancern
that thers may be insufficient medium duly velicies certified as a LEV andor with
aMemative fucls W meed the aeeds of public ficets. We don't disagree with the
‘general cancept that would allow 2 flect 10 purchase @ higher exuting vekicle not
‘therwise allowed under the rule i the cxcess cmissions are offset by purchasiag
cleanzr than required vebicles. I this was the only situation covered by this rule we
<ould support the appronch. Unforunately, the proposed rule will aso apply to a
hesel fueled medium duty LEV or ULEV that would argusbly prodce no cxcess
emissiors and terefors require o offsets. As e rulsis currently writien, a fleet that
purchases a fully complying diesel vehicle would be treated unfairly because the floac
would sl noed to provide offscls. The fact et the proposed fuie would mandate.
only the use of ahernstively fucled vehucles v offsex these fctioral oxcess emissions
adds insule to iury.

‘Regardless of aur sbove caricetn w have asked saff for ther calculations an how
they determined the proposed offscts. Uil we have the District’s calculasions WSPA
is unable to detemmine if hey are appropeiate

1) Exemptions:

1. Proposed Rule 1191 execupes privately operated feets unless subject 0 provisions in
(&) (6). 1tis unclear how subsection (o) or (c) would have the potential for
ineluding private flests. 1f o, why i t necessary 1o add this condition 10 their
exempLion? Lthey do, would the District plcase clarify bow this would occur? This
£gain s & commen w had submitted exlier but found 1o response in the Preliminary
Suaff Report

2. Ata recent meeting soverat public works department representalives discusscd the
cole of their vehicles in responding o smergency simarioes. They cited from
carthquakes and magor fies, whero they were cancmmed tia, if forced ta purchase
and use sltematively fucled vehicles, ey may not be able 1o provide the services
they are responsible to cary out. They provided examples where in such situations
dicsel fucl had boen ir Tiled in o the location 1o enable them (o continue doing thelr
fob. We suggest yob carcfully consider these comments especialty as it relaied to the
rogulation of medsum duty vehicles

Specific Comments op Rule 1192






[image: image93.png]$¥hile WSP A understands that 2 new version of Proposed Rule 1192 was released
on Wednesday, Apri 19, we have not had ime to review it Our comments below refleet
the Distrit’s proposec ale that was released in March, 2000.

Need

“The District has yct to show that their roposed Rule 1152 for transits buses
‘provide incrementally greatar ost effetive emission reductions hevond whit {5 dready
oxoiccied from CARB's urhan hysrule. Ut the District provides us informtion on the
enissions berefits fom cach speific ule and the costs of each rule this evaluation wll
b impossible

Lask of Distriet Autherity 1o Rezulate

‘We believe taat the District has 1o authoriy 10 regadate feansit bus fests, Netther
Section 40447.5 xor 409)9 expressly reference transit bus flects or for that marter beavy-
duty velicles in general. Section 40447.5 in particular would orly allow the Distict to
£equire cermin owarrs and operators of public and commercial flee vehicles o purchase
ehicles which are capable of aperating on alemative fuels and o operale on those fuels
10 1he maximum cxtert fessible. The context of the stanutes soms o have beem more in
Keeping wnk: atzeution [0 bght and medium duty gasolinc-powered vebicles.  (Even then,
the passage of tims clearly has demonsaated that mancated use of aliemaive fuels has
ot resutted i emission reductions comparable with emission redection gained from he
se of efomuulared gasoline and dicsel fels.)

In short, given: o) the general atlocation of authority that exists in the Health and
Safety Code (for ARB regulation of mobile soutces); b) the sxpress authariry of the AR
t0 regulate transit buses rfsforced by the vehicle cods; ¢) he sbsence of any specific
authurity with respeet 1 transit buscs in the Health and Safery Code relating fo District
authority; d) passags of the recent transt bus rule by ARB that did mot include any.
‘provision for local distiesregubarion: 2nd ¢) te fact that Proposed Rul 1192 is
inconsistcnt with the ARBs fuel-neutral approach 10 transu bus emission regulation. we
believe thet  good argament can bomade that peuther e District nor ather local aif
distict can adopt local altormtive fuel-only (OF any afher) emissior control requirements.

Mandated Fuel Ty

“This rule mandates the purchase of ly altematively fucled wrban ransit buses
hat are operated by government agensies or opecaicd by private entites under contract 1o
‘govemmental agencies that provide passenger service including intra- and intetcity
shostle service. WSPA srenuous’y oppases the mandating of & specific fuel or angine
tochnology instesd of caablishing an emission performance level and allowing fuels and






[image: image94.png]engines 1 compete fairly and equitably with out governmental interfereace, We balieve
otber sitemative contsol approaches aze available o the Distict (hat achieves equivalent
emission reductions without the disruptive cffects of s mandatc.

Definitions are vague and wnzgasopable

The rule provies o guidanes on what t means 1o “operate” in e Distist. Wil the
Rule state that it docs not cover school transpomation services, long distance services
{oun-afthe Disrict) and heavy-dury on-road vekicles not used for passenger service,
urther dcfaiion s neefed 1o reduce confusion on e part of wrba bus et apsrators.
17 abus fletvists the South Coast Air Basa (SCAE} 00 s intermitent basis (53, omce
pee weel?), does thaecout s "operaces” witn th Disriet? What about once per day?
Team opeator hes one ar o buses visticg the Diswie, doss that bus g the
cequiremean for the emie flct?

Implementation Desdling

“The rule would go into effect imumedistely upon adoption. We believe this is an
anealistic requizernent, Instead, we recommend that a rule of thi type be phased-in over
a period of several years o elp ensore 2 smoother and less distuptive implemensation.

Allemaive prugess]

CARB recently adapted a rule tha applies (0 Wb bus fleets throughout the Stae.
‘WSP A supporied the adagtion of this rule, Any astion by the Distrec [0 zpply.
inesementally maoee rules on the urban bus flees should be complementary to, and.
cansistent with, the provisians of the ARB . It should be poisted out that many of the
Sens wnzy choose 10 comply with the ahematively fuclod palbway in the ARB rule
‘making the Districts proposed Rule 1192 unnecessary. Thus, the most feasible choice
Ior the District would be to work with ARB 10 perhaps cxiend ifs rule 0 include a targer
umber of weiga: classes -- thereby giving the Distrct additional emission reductions.

WSPA stands by its comamitment 0 improve air quality through feasible, ealisic
and sound solutions. The District's proposed Rule 1192 does not ulfil these critcria-
That norwithstandmg. we reiterate our commitment fo Work with you (o develop
Solusion that meets e peedl of thc basin and can be {mplementcd in & manner consistent
“ith o1 ecunornics and statulary tequiremens.

fisona] ments

in adition o the comments submitied by M et al that atc being submited under
separate cover on WSPA's bebalf, we have the following issuce:
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Catifernia csttmated risks from diesel pardculate (a5 & ai toxic) are preseatedin other
CARB references. The GRI isk esimate based. on diese] a3 a geaeri partculate has oot
been perfurned for other Distict rules and the documentation of the number is 5ot
prosened. We know of o CARB or OEHHA basod risk mumbers for genenc
partcalates.

‘Page 4-15: The dorlvation of . "Esimated Vetisle Togic Risk Rata

The derivation of an “Estimated Vehicle Toxic Risk Ratio" between dicsel and
nanural gas powered vehicles is ather meaningless given the lack of Guta on
particulate tox{city from narural gas engines. The toxicity of cuesel emissions
his ieen extensively studied in both animal 1xicology und occupaional
epidenmiology srudics. Natual gas emissions have not beer, suudied Thorefore, a
comparison of this type is elevant unil oxieity data s forthcomiog from
natural gas egines. The analysis prescated sssumes that carbonaceous partcles
from CNG englacs ar¢ absolutcly harmless and this i not known since ey have
nsver been studicd. The comparison shonld be Limited ta emission From each
source dhat have been equally charasterizad or the analysis should be deleted
from the zepon

Page 4-80: Comparison of toxleity of methenel. gaseline apd metharol.

‘This section isinsredibly misleading. It ties to make methanol sppear o be.
s oxic than other fuels by stating thac "diesel fucl and gasaline contain
components tha: are considetably more hasardous than methanol". The toxicity of
minor constitueats s iszeicvant, The obvious corapesison (s the ardl toxicity
berween these fucls which wotld show that methanol i more hazardous, This
‘comparison has been conspicuonsly Lsf out.

The CEQA document and Staff Repor make itle meqtion of the hszards of CNG. - We
‘were informaed by partcipant a  zecent District Workshop thal the National Fiza
Brotecion Associaton rates ONG it higher hazar rafig then gasolne or diesel fl.
Paraphrasing, s speaker noted, "This sefies of tules will move rausporttion companies
usersinto  ful considered move hazardovs fom & i standpoiat by the NFPA.* This
opituon and the attendant risks should be spelled out very clerly in the CEQA documeb.
Iestead of answering this isu directly, the Distic aiempted ta distlss the ncreased
hazard of CNG by rsisng reference fo is high ignton semperanure. That answer misses
themark. Wit more importan From a hazand standpoint ar e physil properies s
- gas whiclsalow o disperse immediaely Upo rleast and presemt an explasior
fazard

‘The CEQA dogument and Staff Report consistently downplay the nsks {rom sliemative
fuels and stess the potentia) sroblems with perroleurn baged fiels. Toe Report seems






[image: image96.png]shways (o highlight the risks of pewroleum products while minimizing the risks posed by
altemative fuels. Consider, for cxarmple, metharol, a fuel that i included in the Health
and Safety Code sestion cited by e District 2 the basis for s rilemaking, Metheol,
fike MTBE, is soluble in groundwater and will ravel a3 fster rate than diesel or
‘gasotine. There are cumently o drinking water standards for mechanol, nor is that
compound routinely monilored. While methanol is more biodegradsble than many dicsc]
‘and gesoline components, this characterisdc can also b & saurce of problems in dricking
‘watcr systarns because water systems should ot be contaminated with microbiat
nuients. The District would be bester served by a balanced look st hazards and risks
posed by all fuel ypes.

In surmary. based on the latest emission information in the Preliminary Staff
Report, the issues we have ralsed, the complete lack of documentation in any
sosioeconarmie dosument, WSPA encourages you fo withdraw Rules 1191, 1192 sad
1193 from the Board's consideration. We intend fo formally sead 5 roquest to the Board
1o secousider the scheduled Tune hearing on any of these Tus.

Should you have any questians, please fecl free to contact me.

Sincerely,

*% T0TRL PRGE.203 ex
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Michae! D, Wana April 27,2000
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Mr. Darren Stroud.

South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 E. Copley Dr.,

Digmond Bar, CA

Re:  Additional WSPA coroments on SCAQMD Fleet Rules IR

Dear Mr. Steoud:

“Ths Western Statos Petroleurn Association (WSPA) i a trdo group that
copesents approxionately 30 companies that explore, dovelop, refine, market and
‘transport petroleun and petcolen products. WSPA is sending, tnder separatc cover, our
comments on the Staff Report aad a reviow of the Disirior’s CEQA docuoeats propared.
by M?. This letr provides additional WSPA oomments on the Distict's California
Environmental Quality Aot (CEQA) analysis forits Proposed Rules 1191, 1192 sad.

1195,

Fage 4.8 Camparison of Conventioual Fuels to Alternative Clean-Fuels. The report
altompts o s & siviplistic AICHE comprison of gasolin. and altematively faelod light
dnty vehicles. We don’t befieve the AICHE anatysis as originally developed is disectly
applicablo for medium and heavy-duty vebieles. Given the gross natare of the
‘sscssment this andlyss is mislcading. Booause the Report does its own assessment we
recommend tiis table be completely revioved fron the repart.

‘Net Energy Eficieacy: Jc s widaly accepted that digsel engins ace some of che ruost
coergy cfficicnt engines in operadlon today, Even when you look at tho entie lfe-oycle
5 did  Harvasd Cente For Risk Analysis study one porinally conludes thal “the use of
natural gas instead of dicse in heavy duy vehicles resuls 0.5 to 10 pec cent incrcases fn
arcen house gascs.” The Disrict's stalf report for Rule 1191 indicates that diesel
Contains 28% mote eneray per equivalent iquid galion when compared to CNG, I
Appendix G of this report it sppears that dicsel engines arc more efficiont than gasolive
or CNG. (Given these facts and the District’s apparent agreement with them. the 15
conclusion and bsis or ranking CNG anergy eficiency higher than dicsel 13
wnsubstantiaicd. This conclusion must be fursher documented or wihdrawn.

Greenhouse Enissions: Thi epore found that USEPA cmission factors for gasoline and

45 . Brac ., ot 1450+ Glondol, Calforn 01203  (B1] SHB4228 & FAX TR 650856
1




[image: image98.png]el wobils sources showed diescd having CO2 empssions 7 gersent higher per
DMBTU. Since diesel ensinies bave more efficient than CNG, their CO2 cmissions o2
‘s per mile bais are onsiderably lower than CNG: 1o additon, CNG refucling and

5 mting emissions of methano, 2 very reactve gicerhionse 8 ppears 0 have 1ok been
onsiderct. A Harvard Center for Risk Analysis report conchuded that even vhen
omsidered on » ife-cycle basis CNG was expestod to produce bigher grcenfiouss
emjssions

Al ofthe above fctors suggestthe Distrie’s repart needs 0 be rewriten o iyprove tt
use and interprotasion of date.

Pago 412 Air Qualty. Tables 47 and ¢-8 presentthe accumulativ it benfis o all
e proesed tas. i raquest e aceurmlaiiv assessment breakout ke analysis by
te v cuddition we suggest thaf carbon dioxide emissions be addsd 10 the analysis.
‘Such information has aleady been requested from the staf in carier discussions.

Page 427 Project Specifi Jmpacts - New CNG Compressors. Onpage 428 the
seport concludes that:

.. toe potential combustion emission ingreases from both existing aod nevw
strionry sources over eunenl emission levels axe not considered sigoifionttait
iy impacts. Therefore, for he following roasons these potental emssion
focresses are not included in this air quality impact sulysis.”

The Distrior's analysis is flaved und perhaps greatly ovorsiaplified. First we suggest
ot the veport s o assume thas cerlabny Some porton of hese mev campressors wil
oo dicsclfuel. Ifthis s sre,the therisks posed by hese compressars naed o be
modeled. Given the high it risk Fuotor, assigued by tho Slate, for diesel pardoulates it
vy b Grappropeiateto assame hat the e qualty impacts o such diesel cngines il
‘e insignifioant on the sumounding coramunity

Page 430 New Perwitied Sources — Clean Diesel Techzology. On pége 4-32 of hs
Setson fhe eport conofudes it dicscl engines mecting o low BM emission standstds
e ane to one-and-a-half years away while NOX sfer freatment is four fo sevon years
Svay, Based on prescntations by Districtsaffafrecent wskshops and moetings ve
Defiore the staff s concluded that such techmology may i frt be available in. shorier
Simoftasne, e would request the draft eport be amended io vefleet these public
comments of senfor District stafl.

Page 473 Teble 4:27 Total Projested Fuet Usage or the Proposed Rule, This table i
hard 10 et and necds o be frther explained in he text of the report
Chapter § Project Alternarives

Lt us frst observe that this entire Chapter was very dissppointing. Supposedly, this




[image: image99.png]avlysis s to alow decision-nmakers to compar the imipacts of approving tho proposed
projecis with others. Wo challenge any reader to review this chapter and concludo that it
utfls this charge.

Jo partioutac we arc concemed that Aliroativo No. § the CARB Utban Bus Rule wes
supposedly rjocted boorwse it s ngorpordted o Altemative B. Alrnaiive B is 50
omplicated and confising the reader cannot come to any couclussion as o the
comparative benefis from depending on CARE's rle o help reducc expissions ffom
‘ronsil buses compared to PR 1192, e sirongly encourage the District 1o consider
ovatucting the CARB rale as an altemative along;with ts hundling of lower swlfur dicsel.

Fage 5-4 Alteranative & — No Frojest. Tho proposcd dscussion fs ncomplete and
Should bo substanfially teviscd, Seversl very impostant programs ure currently under
ey that wil Hely reslt i significant emission roductions. These progrants ware not
considoredd. For cxample, ome 3 the State's Toie Air Contaminani program for dizsel
st partioulates. Under this progsam several othe state-wide cantrol measures are
expected o be-adopted. The Districtnseds 10 obtain from the CARB an estimate of i
plans and include then in this Alsernative.

In addition, the Goveor has proposcd spending considerable funds to belp clean-ap
school buses (550 MM) and ot diesel and gasofine powered Gorbustiot SUEs
hnough the Carl Moyer Program. ($100/MM-Year). The SCAQMD?s sharo of this
‘money could casily cxceed §50 MM/ Year for the iext 5 years cesuling in  significant
redustion in toxics. For cxample, assuming the cost to rtrofft a HDDV with an exfaust
M afertrostment dovice is $10,000 (worst case), the funds o tho State could
‘potentialy retrofi over 5000 vehiclos and oduee their PV emissions by 85% or moce

Finely, e No Project Aliemativo does not quawtify the entssion benefits fom a new
ationsl chesel standard that EPA i cxpected 10 adopt bofore the and of s year. e
strongly encourage the District o quandify the emission reductions thad are lkely f0
vesut from shese end other programs under his Aliernative

Altesnative B~ CARB HDV Standards, This Altermative appears to somebiow
ommbine both the proposed flet rlos with the CARB's urban bus rate. 1t incoreectly
Stotes that CARE’s rulo doesn’t become cffective until 2004, 1o fact, traslt fect
‘operators must bogin retofiting vehicles and meeting floek averages a5 early a5 2002,
Those fets selecting the alternative ol path mst puchase altematively fuclod buses
$eginning almost imnediately. There js also o justfication to assume under this
Altemmative that CARB will not adop similar ruls for othor fless prior to 2007 a5
contoined in this aliemmative.

I addition CARB’s Usban Bus Rule solcly utlizes a demand side roquirsment for lower
sulfir faeh. There is 1o vandste for 1 refincrs to mako the fuel. Convericntly, the
coport assumes to change in Rule 431.2 thereby ensuing tho evaluation of this
Ahermalive inchudes the inoreased refinery emission. The CARB rule deponds on
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Comment Letter 6:
WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION

Response 6-0a:
The proposed fleet vehicle rules will not “prohibit” the use of diesel, regardless of how clean the technology.  While bus providers subject to the SCAQMD’s proposed urban transit bus fleet rule will not be able to use the “diesel path” provided in the CARB rule, this is not illegal.  The CARB rule does not require use of diesel.  CARB legal counsel specifically advised its Board when it was considering the CARB rule that the SCAQMD had authority to adopt a rule that would require selection of the alternative fuels path.  It is not a violation of Health & Safety Code §40447.5 to focus the proposed fleet vehicle rules on fuels rather than technologies.  This approach is not arbitrary, but serves to encourage development of the cleanest fuels.

Response 6-0b:
The SCAQMD believes that diesel does not qualify as an “equivalently clean burning alternative fuel,” as defined in H&SC §40447.5.  However, the SCAQMD has authority to allow alternative equivalent methods of compliance.  The SCAQMD is required to allow such alternative methods of compliance and may choose not to do so where the use of clean fuels is well established and practical, as in transit areas.  With regard to the SCAQMD’s authority to regulate fleet vehicles, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-49, #1-89 and #4-3.  

Response 6-0c:
The proposed fleet vehicle rules will not “prohibit” the use of diesel, regardless of how clean the technology.  See response to comment #6-1.  The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that emissions benefits from the proposed fleet vehicle rules is “undefined.”  The Draft PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules includes a comprehensive analysis of the emission reduction benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules in Chapter 4 and Appendices E and F.  The commentator is referred to these sections.

Response 6-0d:
The proposed amendments to Rule 431.2 are expected to prohibit a person from burning, purchasing, selling, or offering for sale diesel fuel that is not low sulfur fuel.  The PEA has included an analysis of the environmental impacts from producing low sulfur fuel in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  See also responses to comments #2-4 and #3-21.

Response 6-0e:
The SCAQMD will continue to work with other regulatory and legislative authorities and with private entities also, to develop additional programs to reduce toxic and criteria pollutant emissions.

Response 6-0f:
With regard to the SCAQMD’s authority to regulate fleet vehicles, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-49, #1-89 and #4-3.  The SCAQMD does not agree that it is required to focus its rules only on emissions rather than fuels.  Alternative fuels are inherently cleaner, and have greter potential for further long-term emissions reductions, also increasing demand for clean fuel vehicles will further their development.

Response 6-0g:
This comment relates specifically to individual requirements contained in the specific proposed rules.  This comment is not related to the environmental analysis so no response is necessary.   This comment, however, has been forwarded to rule development staff.

It should be noted, however, that PR 1191 does not tighten the standard from LEV to ULEV until 50 percent of the vehicles sold in each category (i.e., light- or medium-duty) are ULEVs.  While this may not occur in 2004, as predicted, PR 1191’s structure means that any associated costs of compliance with the stricter standard also will not occur until later if that is the case.  Thus, the benefits of PR 1191 may be delayed, but so will the associated costs.

Response 6-1:
The analysis of environmental impacts does not rely on the GRI study nor was it performed for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The GRI information was obtained from the MATES II report.  The GRI study simply provides additional evidence of cancer risks in the district and the need for reducing toxic air contaminants.  

Response 6-2:
The toxic analysis uses the toxic air contaminant listing of diesel and other toxic compounds found in exhaust emissions of natural gas vehicles.  The analysis is consistent with the current listing in that for diesel emissions, particulate matter emissions are used as a surrogate for all known toxic compounds emitted at the tailpipe.  For natural gas vehicles, each individual toxic compound emitted is analyzed.

Response 6-3:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s assertion that the comparison of methanol versus diesel and gasoline is misleading.  The commentator further states that the toxicity of minor constituents (the SCAQMD assumes the commentator refers here to minor constituents in gasoline and diesel fuel) is irrelevant, which is incorrect.  Gasoline and diesel fuel contain for example aromatic compounds, such as benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene isomers in gasoline and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons in diesel, that are either suspected or known carcinogens.  Moreover, over the past decades many releases have been discovered from underground storage tanks (USTs) storing petroleum fuels that threaten usable groundwater supplies, prompting stringent regulatory requirements for USTs and extensive soil and groundwater cleanup efforts.

As far as oral toxicity is concerned, Table 4-29 of the PEA summarizes the hazards of methanol and gasoline.  One of the criteria considered is toxicity as it relates to ingestion.  The table shows that both methanol and gasoline are extremely toxic, but that there is little likelihood of direct ingestion for either one.
Response 6-4:
The risk of explosion has both a severity component and a frequency component.  CNG systems have more rugged tanks and are less likely to rupture in an accident. See response to comment #1-120 concerning safety statistics and DOE comments on comparing CNG and diesel risk of fire and explosion.

Response 6-5:
The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator’s opinion that the Staff Reports and the PEA minimize the hazards associated with alternative clean fuels.  The references cited contend that the overall fire and explosion risks of alternate fuels and petroleum products are comparable. Each have unique handling problems that have to be dealt with.

The SCAQMD has not attempted to downplay the risks of alternative fuels versus petroleum products.  As discussed in the PEA, the majority of the conversions to alternative fuels will consist of conversions to CNG for heavy duty vehicles.  Chapter 4 of the PEA provides a detailed discussion of the hazards posed by CNG and identifies some case studies of accidents associated with CNG refueling facilities.  The commentator has not provided any technical details or references that substantiate his opinion that the analysis of the hazards described in the PEA are incorrect or biased in any way.
Response 6-6:
As stated in Chapter 4 of the PEA, because methanol is subject to rapid biodegradation and volatilization, contamination of an underground water supply is unlikely unless the aquifer is small, near the surface and the spill very large.  The comparison of methanol to MTBE is irrelevant overall, because, although the solubilities are high for both compounds, methanol is readily biodegradable under naturally occurring conditions while MTBE is highly recalcitrant to biodegradation.   Because methanol biodegrades relatively quickly under aerobic conditions, natural attenuation is likely to occur in most surface water and subsurface environments.

The commentator states that there are currently no drinking water standards for methanol, which supports the assertion that this compound is of lesser concern than for example the toxic aromatic compounds present in gasoline and diesel (see response to comment #6-3).
The commentator further correctly states that methanol is more biodegradable than many diesel and gasoline components.  However, the assertion that the high biodegradability of methanol will contaminate the drinking water with microbial nutrients appears to be misguided.  Methanol is degraded in the subsurface by indigenous microorganisms and uses in that process nutrients (e.g., compounds containing nitrogen or phosphorus) that are already present in the aquifer.

The SCAQMD has not attempted to downplay the hazards posed by methanol or any other alternative fuel.  In its conclusion of its evaluation of methanol in Chapter 4 of the PEA the SCAQMD states for example: “……hazards associated with methanol are approximately equivalent or less compared to gasoline and diesel.  Therefore, increased usage of methanol with a concurrent decline in usage of gasoline or diesel will not significantly alter existing hazards associated with mobile source fuels.”
Response 6-7:
The AIChE table was included to show the relative comparison of alternate and conventional fuels for various performance indices.  The information in the table was not used to assess the potential significance of environmental impacts of the proposed fleet vehicle rules. The table assumes that all of the indices such as fuel cost, vehicle cost, etc., have equal weight when forming an average score.  By including this table, the SCAQMD is not affirming that all these indices have equal weighting.  The only column added to the table was for “diesel”, which was not included in the 1997 AIChE report.  It was included to show how conventional diesel may have ranked if it had been included in the 1997 study using criteria, data, and technology comparable to what was available at that time.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-92 through #1-96.

Response 6-8:
 Net energy efficiency in the AIChE study was defined to be a comparison of energy consumed in the production and distribution of each fuel with the energy available from its use.  See also responses to comments #1-91, #1-92, and #1-95

Response 6-9:
With regard to greenhouse gas emissions, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-92.

Response 6-10:
The commentator is referred to Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA), which shows the accumulated air quality benefits of each of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  With regard to specific pollutants that will be analyzed and reported, see response to comment #5-15.

Response 6-11:
  The CEQA Guidelines indicate that the degree of specificity required in a CEQA document depends on the type of project being proposed (CEQA Guidelines §15146).  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document for projects, such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as detailed as the analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a result, the Draft PEA analyzes impacts of a regulatory program with a degree of specificity commensurate with the degree of specificity of the entire proposed fleet vehicle program.

The responsibility of proper siting of alternative fuel refueling stations and the compressors that will power them belongs to the local public agencies with general land use authority, i.e., cities or counties.  It is not known and cannot be known at this time where such facilities would be located.  Since modeling is highly dependent upon the location of the source and the distance to the nearest receptor, it would be speculative for the SCAQMD to perform site-specific analyses at this stage of the project.  This conclusion is consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15145.  It is understood that individual refueling sites, when ultimately procured, may need to undergo a site-specific CEQA evaluation by the appropriate CEQA lead agency, typically the agency with general land use authority, such as cities or counties.  CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) recognizes this possibility by stating, “If a later activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new initial study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a negative declaration.”  This means the necessity to prepare CEQA documents for site-specific projects subsequent to preparation of a program CEQA document does not make the program CEQA document inadequate or deficient in any way.

Response 6-12:
Although the SCAQMD has been encouraged by fleet vehicle working group participants that clean diesel technologies, primarily after-treatment technologies, may be available sooner than suggested in the PEA, there have been no data, evidence, or other information provided to the SCAQMD to substantiate claims that these technologies will actually be available sooner.  As a result, it would be mere speculation at this point to assume they would be available sooner that stated in the PEA.

Response 6-13:
Since the commentator does not state in what ways he has trouble interpreting Table 4-27, it is difficult to provide additional explanation in the text.

Response 6-14:
This commentator does not specify in this comment in what ways Chapter 5 in the PEA is “disappointing.”  The alternatives analysis in the PEA complies with all relevant CEQA requirements.  See also response to comment #1-14.

Response 6-15:
At the time the Draft PEA, CARB’s urban transit bus fleet had not been adopted.  The emission reduction benefits of CARB’s rule, based on what was available at the time were accounted for in Alternative B.  Now that CARB’s rule has been adopted, its emission reduction benefits have been removed from Alternative B and incorporated into the emission benefits estimates for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Further, Alternative B has been modified by eliminating the heavy-duty vehicle standards currently under consideration by CARB and incorporating the heavy-duty vehicle standards proposed on May 17, 2000.  The U.S. EPA heavy-duty standards are very similar to the standards under consideration.

Response 6-16:
The commentators opinion that the No Project Alternative “is incomplete and should be substantially revised” is incorrect. CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2) state in part, “The ‘no project’ analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the notice of preparation is published…”  Consequently, it is inappropriate to include as part of the No Project Alternative that were not adopted at the time the NOP/IS was circulated for public review.  CARB has not yet even adopted a plan for control of diesel particulates.  Therefore, it is not possible to say what controls pursuant to this program are reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future.

Response 6-17:
While Carl Moyer Program monies could be used for retrofitting to reduce PM emissions, nitrogen oxide emissions would not be reduced to levels seen with alternative fuel engines.  Purchases of new diesel engines would not reduce nitrogen oxide emissions substantially compared to purchases of alternative fuel engines.

Response 6-18:
  As noted in response to comment 6-16 it is inappropriate to incorporate into the No Project Alternative standards that were not adopted at the time the NOP/IS was circulated for public review.  Although there is guarantee that the federal standards will be adopted by the end of the year as claimed by the commentator, the recently proposed federal standards have been incorporated into Alternative B.  For additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-37 and #5-47.

Response 6-19:
The statements regarding CARB’s transit bus rule were based on the proposed rulemaking and they will be revised to reflect the adopted rule.  Relative to other potential CARB regulatory actions, these would be considered “speculative” under CEQA.  See response to comment #5-47.

Response 6-20:
It is not clear what the commentator means by when he says CARB’s urban bus rule “utilizes a demand side requirement for lower sulfur fuel.”  Presumably this means that refineries will voluntarily produce low sulfur fuel.  If this is the case, this does not necessarily mean that district refineries will not have to modify equipment or their refining process to produce low sulfur fuel.  This is also the case with regard to refineries that have committed to producing low sulfur fuel.  Therefore, the implication that there would be no impacts from producing low sulfur fuel is not supported by any evidence.  Consequently, “subtracting” the PAR 431.2 air quality impacts from the analysis of the proposed fleet vehicle rules or any of the applicable alternatives would underestimate potential adverse environmental impacts.

Response 6-21:
With regard to CARB’s urban bus rule, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #4-37 and #5-47.
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Comment Letter 7:
INLAND EMPIRE DISPOSAL ASSOCIATION

Response 7-1:
In addition to establishing a general fleet vehicles working group, the SCAQMD has established a refuse haulers working group specifically to address issues and reach consensus to the extent possible on the requirements contained in PR 1193.

Response 7-2:
The SCAQMD and refuse haulers have met and continue to meet regarding the issues cited by the commentator.  In addition, since the release of the PEA for public review and comment, the SCAQMD has also released an Economic Assessment for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The commentator is encouraged to review this report.

Response 7-3:
PR 1193 covers transfer vehicles, rolloffs, and refuse haulers.  The commentator is referred to Table 4-4 in Chapter 4 of the PEA for information regarding the number of refuse vehicles affected by PR 1193.

Response 7-4:
There are several definitions of medium-duty vehicles.  However, PR 1193 covers vehicles with gross weight of 14,000 pounds and greater.

Response 7-5:
Based on more recent discussions in the PR 1193 meetings, it was stated that fleet operators would prefer to see a list of compliant engines and be able to select a compliant engine in their procurement.  This would be the most efficient business manner for the operator.  Staff is providing that list under the latest versions of PR 1193.

Response 7-6:
As noted in comment #7-1, the SCAQMD has already established a refuse haulers working group.  Staff is available to meet with the commentator at his convenience.
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Comment Letter 8:
ALLEN J. BRADLEY

Response 8-1:
The analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts identified construction air quality impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules as significant. The analysis in the PEA concluded that modifications to refineries that would enable them to produce low sulfur diesel would result in significant adverse construction air quality impacts in 2001 and 2002.  This means that emissions from activities such as grading, installation of equipment, etc., exceeded mass daily significance thresholds established by the SCAQMD to determine air quality impacts from a project.

Response 8-2:
Although Valley Fever is a serious disease, it is not found at Basin refineries.  It is more typically found in the Central Valley of California.  As noted in the PEA, construction is expected to occur at existing facilities, either existing refineries or existing public agency maintenance and refueling facilities.

Response 8-3:
These statements do not refer to the environmental analysis contained in the PEA.  No further response is necessary.

Response 8-4:
These statements do not refer to the environmental analysis contained in the PEA.  No further response is necessary.
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Table 1: Green Diesel Technology Comparison o
Methanol Equivalent Heavy-Duty Benchmark g/hp-hr
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Table 2: Green Diesel Technology Comparison to CNG ghbhip-be.
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I ety

“The Environments Assessment justifes its exclusion of advanced diesel
technologios by repestedly and incorrectly suggosting tha the requited low-sulfur fu is
unavailable and that fhercforo the lechnology is speculative (Environmental Assessment at 2-12)
These assertions ore i fact incorrect, On Docember 15, 1999, ARCO Products Company
(“NRCO”) anmounced (it t wiould make ulta-lov sulfur fucl available t centrally-fucied flect
wehicle oxwners and operators, Subscquéntly, Equilon, 2 joint venture of Shell Ol and Texaco,
sequested spproval from the California Al Resourocs Board 10 piake low-sulfur fuel availablo in
Norshem Califomia. Itis cxpected that other major ofl companics willFolow sui, International
s prosented s information to the SCAQMD o nutmerous occasions. The Environmental
Assessment’s ovaluation of advanced diesel technologies should be rewsiten 1 consider the
‘current availabitity of low sulfur fucl.

In addition, much of the information contained in the Environmental Asscssment
regarding advinoed dicsel techmology is severely oudated. The Bnvironmenta! Assessment

eelies on technologically incorrect reports and statistics pertaining to older diesel technology hat
‘produced sgoificantly higher emissions levels. The Bnvironmental Assessment fils o consider
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‘Project Descript

with infrastructure for vehicles shich primacily serve receational or
sesidential aress a0l proximae (o industeal refueling stations. Becauso
sefuling locations o such vehickcs iy not be resteioted to industrial

arcas, oonstzuction of such stations may vesult in potentially significant
‘geaphysical impacts.

MNoise. Sieilarly, tho City of Los Angeles also identified potential
impacts associated with refueiing stations locatcd adjacent 10 parks and
sesidontial areas. These potentialy significant noise impacts should be
assessed.

Cultural Resonreas. 1tis uncleas whete new construction will take
place. Due lo at uncertainty, cultural resources may be impacied by
the infrastractie requirements of allemiative fuel stations.

Secondary Environmental Fpacts from Eeonomis fupucts. Asvoted
above, liowing advanced dicsel technology as & compliance alternative
would corble agencics to take advantage of lower infrastructure
acaquisition and operationsl costs that ensble faster fleet mrmover. This
i especially true because of lesser operating ranges of altemaive fuel
vehicles. The environmeatal impacts of disparate fleet tumover rates
should be examioed.

Euyiromments! Assessment at 27, Thrce of the projecl objectives contaived.
in fhe Environmentsl Assessment promote “altemative clean-fucled
technologies.” To fho cxtont those objectives are not revised according (o the
modifications suggested above, “alfemative closn-fueled teofologies” shouid
include advanced dicsel lochnologies.

Environments) Assessment st 2:7, The Environmentl Assesstment sates as
anoof ls objectives “lncreasing the availability of funding for altermative.
clean-fulcd vehiclo technology.” “Allemative cleanfueled technologics™
£hould be defined to include advanced dicsel technology.

Envivoumental Assessment st 214, The Environmaental Assessment claims
toat, “[iJn order to provide & comscrvative cotimale of the potentil air quality
benefits associsted with the proposed flest vehicle rles and rclatcd
amendmens, the SCAQMD uscd an unsosled vehicle population.” Please
explain tho térm "anscaled vehicte population" and what voisles were
inctuded and exchuded from tho analysi
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[image: image1.png]4. The sualysis of Baseline benefis should not have a 0.2 NO credit for aliernative vehicles
when the essumed NOX standard Is 0.2 gfhp-hr.

5. Regardless of which fechnique is used, 1 ARB-based “Alternasive B” proposal witl show
much targer benefits then the SCAQMD Baseline proposal, and the Baseline proposal will
continue to show significant short tern derriments

In sum, the AIR. anslysis of the curcat emisson inventoris, using the existing
{echniques developed by SCAQMD, ises serious questons sbont how ths inventocis were
ssimated, and how the insppropristcly restricid. wumber of asmumed altomatives were
compared. That analysi afso showsfhat  roperly considered “Alermative B” ype of proposal
would provide mach greate emision reduction. (st 2 ignificanty fowe cost) then would be
derved wade the propused SCAQMD Flest Rules (t Baselne), witout oceasioning e
igaificant attendant detsimentsof the Baselne propocal, Accordingly, fo these reasons as viel,

the propased Fleet Rales are cleatly invalid under the applicable statues, inclaling CEQA.

Concluston
“The proposed Fleet Rfes ane imvlid nde st an ederal aw. Morcover,parsuant o
o relevant provisions of CEQA, the Flee Rulescanno be spproved aradopied snce there are
Sesi atematives which would substantilly essen te sigifcant adverse effcttht the Flect
Rules will othervise causeto th environmens and he sconoms.
Foral of theso reasons, therefre,the Draft PEA s the leet Raies il to comply ith

‘CEQA and are otherwise in violation of controlling state and fedoral law.
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[image: image1.png]For the replscement of heavy-duty vehicles, the SCAQMD fas indicaied that lect operators will
bave considersble fexibility in choosing thc appropriate &ltezasive fuel vobicic fo avoid paylosd
onstrsints sinos the implermentation ofthe proposed rles s gradual, However, eviow of
sltcnative faeled vehicles avalable, especially i rfiuse rack and sueet sweepet configurations,
indicate tal i fs ot e case curzently. Therefore, the SCAQMD must assums payload losses
i its analyses. Purtbemoe, the SCAQMD bas rocogaized that lteruative fielod vehicles have
Lower fue cffciencics than gasoline or dicscl and vill require griter rofucling trips or arger
fuel tanks to perfor the samé level o sérvice, but has 1ot provided an analysis of the poteatial
mpacts. The SCAQMD has estimmted that vehicles wsitg M85, LNG, 4 LPG tuay needto
rofief p 10-68Y%, 55%, and 36%, espectively, more oficn than gasoliae-fieled veiicles snd
130%, 110%, and 86%, respectively, more oftn than diesel-fosled velicles. For those velicles
<Stimated o convert to the akematye fuels dicated, the City recommends fhat e SCAGMD
evaluats the poteniial enssions froi additional s tvelsd 0 el nd the additional
vehicles Tequired 10 Maifaia servics

Although e SCAQMD ackzowledges (g, &-26) thak bocause of low energy comten, altermative
‘Sacl vehieles ey have torotum  foel much o fequently (55 percent 0 130 percent), there
5 10 ndication et these aiional s were nchuded in e analysis. Not lnchuding tho
‘ddiional Vehicls Mls Teaveied (VMT)dnd th fooreased smissions sssooated it the
pecaton of atemaivs fuels vehicle, el i an overestmation of the beoefit ofswitching to
altmative focled vehicles.

Tabled-17
The caloulation of ncreased fel delivery rips o based on data included in Table F-5. Jathat
table, the fizel effciancy (milos/gallon) or gasoline ight- and madiun daty vehicles is isted at
21 il per gallon, while heayy~toty dicsels s isted at 29 miles per gallon. The ity would
Tefer the SCAQMD to the 199 TACMTA study that indioates hat 5.5 ruiles per diesel gallon is
2 zmore appropriate estizats of urban bus flel efficiency. City refe truoks achiev a et
efficivacy of 2.3 railes p dicsel gallon (pefr (0 attachod cost sstsnate) snd sirest sweepees
would be expested to have snilar fuel cfficicncios. The SCAQMD'S overestimation of fuel
efficiencies serves to underestimate e projected Rutber of additional fucl rips. Tois incorrect
assumption and assovisted anatyses pust be gorrected in he re-cireulatod DPEA, Tn addition, it
e e verified that corect fuel efficency assumptions are used whet estimating cmission
beaefits sssaciated wilh the ¢ach of e individual proposed s rales.

The additional use of somprosser engies canmot be excludsd ftom o project mpacts just
‘ecause they will be covered under existng regulstory programs (pg, 4-28). Al impacts
resaling from the project shovld b disclosed for public review and informed dasision making.
Ths effec of those regulations to miniarizs (hose zpacts should b ieclosed bt by
rerasetves, the regulatory progcams do Rot efimpat the fizeased enission ipscts

“The iaconsistency of rechuding clean-diesl technologics besed on e contenton that they are
specalative and WhquantiSable (og. 432), whilo usig a preseatation on & e potenial namrel
Zes engioe (o, B-8) Lo quentiication of he beaes f the proposed et xles must s
Teconeled, IF CAR ceriication i e iandand oc easiliy,then that standard rust be
appled toall echmlogies.
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