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 COMMENT LETTER 1: CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Response 1-1: Comment #1-1 is a general summary of the specific comments 

contained in the attachment to the cover letter.  Responses #1-3 through #1-45 

respond to each specific issue raised in this general summary. 

Response 1-2: The comment period on NOP/IS was extended until December 21, 

1999.  Further, the public has additional opportunities to comment of potential 

environmental impacts from proposed fleet vehicle rules during the public comment 

period for this draft program environmental assessment (PEA). 

Response 1-3: The SCAQMD is aware of the requirements of CEQA and its 

procedural and substantive responsibilities regarding preparing environmental 

analyses for its rules, regulations, and programs.  The draft PEA for the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules contains all relevant CEQA requirements including: an analysis of 

all reasonably foreseeable impacts; feasible mitigation measures, if necessary and/or 

available; alternatives; etc. 

CEQA Guidelines §15082 contains the general requirements for a notice of 

preparation (NOP).  At a minimum the information in the NOP shall include the 

following: a) a description of the project; b) location of the project; and possible 

environmental effects of the project.  The NOP for PR 1190 (which was subsequently 

disaggregated into several rules based on vehicle category type) complies with these 

requirements, including a discussion of the possible benefits of the new rule proposed 

at that time.  Any quantification of the possible benefits of the proposed rule is more 

appropriate in the environmental analysis document, in this case, the draft PEA.  The 

commentator is, therefore, referred to direct effects discussion under the “Air Quality 

Impacts” section in Chapter 4. 

To analyze potential adverse impacts, as well as identify direct beneficial effects, the 

draft PEA includes a comprehensive description of population characteristics of 

public and private fleets affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  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. 

Response 1-4: The focus of the environmental analysis is to assess potential 

adverse impacts relative to fleet vehicles subject to the requirements of the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules.  Staff has made a concerted effort to obtain accurate and reliable 

fleet information (see response to comment #1-3).  Based upon information received 

in the fleet vehicle survey and to the extent possible, the universe of fleet vehicles 

excludes exempt emergency vehicles.  If, however, the analysis of potential adverse 

impacts includes vehicles that are ultimately deemed to be exempt from the proposed 
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fleet vehicle rules, then the analysis represents a conservative analysis that captures 

the “worst-case” impacts anticipated from implementing the proposed rules.  

Similarly, by including in the inventory of fleet vehicles categories of vehicles that 

are ultimately deemed to be exempt from the rule because they are not garaged, 

housed, parked, stored or operated within the district for more than 30 days in any 

calendar year, the environmental analysis overestimates potential adverse impacts 

from the proposed rules.  By identifying the potential “worst-case” impacts of the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules, it is unlikely that the analysis will underestimate 

potential impacts of the proposed rules if the universe of fleet vehicles is modified for 

any reason.  As a result, the draft PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules serves its 

purpose as an information document that informs public agency decision-makers and 

the public generally of the potentially significant environmental effects of the 

proposed project (CEQA Guidelines §15121). 

Response 1-5: The SCAQMD has conducted an extensive survey of fleets (see 

response to comment #1-3) that may be affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules in 

order to analyze the specific vehicle applications and vehicle types used in public 

fleets that may be potentially regulated by the proposed rules.  The survey solicited 

information on vehicles powered by conventional and alternative fuels.  The City of 

Los Angeles was contacted in December 1999 as part of this survey, but has yet to 

submit any of the requested information to the SCAQMD.  Information from the 

vehicle fleet survey will be used with current and projected vehicle types to be sold 

by vehicle and engine manufacturers according to the CARB sales projections to 

develop fleet purchasing requirements in the proposed rules that take into account 

model availability concerns. 

With regard to replacement fleet vehicle availability, provisions have been 

incorporated into the proposed fleet vehicle rules that would provide relief for certain 

categories of fleet vehicles if the owners or operators can demonstrate that compliant 

engine classes are not available for a specific category of vehicle.  The demonstration 

that compliant engine classes are not available would have to be made each time a 

fleet vehicle is replaced.  PR 1191 and PR 1192 do not contain this relief provision 

because compliant engine classes are considered to be available for these categories 

of fleet vehicles. 

Response 1-6: The proposed fleet vehicle rules will require expanding the existing 

alternative fuel infrastructure.  The draft EA includes information on the existing and 

planned infrastructure for alternative fuels in the district, including the number of 

fueling stations for each type of alternative clean fuel that may be used to comply 

with the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The analysis of potential impacts resulting 

from the proposed fleet vehicle rules also includes likely locations and numbers of 

alternative fuel refueling stations outside the district.  In addition, information on 
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alternative fuel refueling stations can be obtained at a number of internet websites, 

including the Alternative Fuels Data Center at: http://www.afdc.nrel.gov. 

The SCAQMD is continuing to survey vehicle fleets (see response to comment #1-3) 

in an effort to obtain fleet-specific information on existing refueling infrastructure.  

In addition, the SCAQMD is accumulating the latest information on existing 

refueling infrastructure covering areas inside and surrounding the district for the 

following fuels: methanol, natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas, and electricity.  The 

information will be summarized in the Draft PEA and the staff report (including 

references) for fleet operators that are interested in pursuing the purchase of vehicles 

powered by these fuels.  These sources of information include, for example, CARB, 

California Energy Commission, and the U.S. Department of Energy.  Some of these 

same references also contain information relative to analyzing the potential 

expansion of the existing refueling infrastructure for these fuels.  All of the above 

information will be considered in evaluating the feasibility and cost impacts of the 

proposed rule.   

Response 1-7: The Draft PEA includes an analysis of the additional infrastructure 

anticipated for each type of alternative fuel to support the conversion of affected 

fleets to alternative fueled vehicles (AFVs).  The analysis includes specific 

assumptions regarding how long it will take to construct AFV refueling stations, 

based on the type of alternative fuel.  The commentator is referred to Appendix F of 

this Draft PEA for a discussion of the assumptions, methodologies, time frame, etc., 

related to construction of the various types of alternative clean fuel refueling stations. 

Regarding any analysis of siting or land use issues, the NOP/IS did not identify any 

land use issues.  The reason for this is that it is anticipated that, based on 

modifications to PR 1190 since the December 21, 1999 workshop, light- and 

medium-duty fleet vehicles regulated by PR 1191, 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 LEVs, 

ULEVs, and SULEVs as required by the proposed rule.  These vehicles can operate 

on conventional reformulated gasoline. 

Currently, public agency fleet vehicles typically have centralized refueling and 

maintenance yards where fleet vehicles are maintained, refueled, and often garaged.  

It is assumed that infrastructure changes for heavy-duty vehicles, such as 

construction of EV charging stations or natural gas compressors, will largely occur at 

existing maintenance and refueling sites.  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.  At the December 21, 

1999 workshop for PR 1190, a representative from Pickens Fuel Corporation testified 

that they had built five natural gas refueling stations in 1999 and are expecting to 

http://www.afdc.nrel.gov/
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build 10 more this year (2000).  Further, it was indicated that no siting problems had 

been encountered as part of the refueling station siting process.   

With regard to the amount of time necessary to build an alternative fuel refueling 

station, this will vary depending on the type of fueling capacity being installed and 

the actual construction activities necessary to install the refueling equipment.  For 

example, to provide a “worst-case” analysis the air quality construction analysis in 

Chapter 4 of this Draft PEA assume that at all construction sites an underground 

gasoline or diesel storage tank would have to be removed and disposed of.  For the 

time schedule of constructing the various types of alternative clean fuel refueling 

stations and associated assumptions.   

Finally, 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.  See also 

response to comment #1-19. 

Response 1-8: The results of the draft MATES II study indicated that the Basinwide 

cancer risk from toxic air contaminants (TACs) is 1,400 in one million (1,400 x 10
-6

).  

Further, this study concluded that approximately 71 percent of the cancer risk is 

attributable to diesel particulates.  Consequently, the primary objective of the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules is to reduce exposures to diesel exhaust emitted by fleets 

of trucks and buses.  Additionally air quality benefits, e.g., NOx, hydrocarbon, etc., 

emission reductions, are also anticipated from the proposed rules. 

The proposed fleet vehicle rules, however, are only one component of the 

SCAQMD’s overall strategy for reducing risks associated with exposure to TACs 

from both stationary and mobile sources.  Other efforts to reduce TAC emissions 

include recent amendments to Rule 1401 – New Sources Review of Toxic Air 

Contaminants, and currently proposed amendments to Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic 

Air Contaminants from Existing Sources.  Other components may include specific 

incentive programs to further control TAC emissions or accelerate the phase-out of 

diesel particulate emissions sources.  The SCAQMD is currently in the process of 

preparing an Air Toxics Control Plan.  The Air Toxics Control Plan is expected to 

include a comprehensive list of strategies to control or reduce TAC emissions in the 

district.  The proposed fleet vehicle rules, stationary source control strategies, and 

possibly other fleet vehicle rules are expected to be part of the Air Toxics Control 

Plan.  For additional information on the Air Toxics Control Plan, the commentator is 

referred to Chapter 2 of the Draft PEA. 

Response 1-9: The SCAQMD is aware of the requirements in CEQA for an 

analysis of reasonably foreseeable alternative methods of complying with a rule or 

regulation.  The analysis of rule alternatives can be found in Chapter 5 of the Draft 

PEA.  Further, the SCAQMD does not consider other existing regulatory programs to 
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be alternative means of complying with the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Part of the 

intent of the proposed rules is to provide emission reduction and TAC exposure 

reduction benefits beyond or surplus to other existing state and federal regulations 

governing on-road mobile sources.  With regard to urban buses, for example, PR 

1192 is expected to accelerate the penetration rate of alternative clean fuel buses. 

The Draft PEA will, however, include brief summaries of other regulatory programs, 

both state and federal, that govern on-road mobile sources.  The commentator is 

referred to Chapter 2 of this Draft PEA for more information regarding other 

regulatory programs.  Since there are currently other regulatory programs governing 

fleets, these programs are part of the No Project Alternative.  The No Project 

Alternative is the scenario where the SCAQMD’s Governing Board adopts neither 

the proposed project nor any other project alternatives. 

Response 1-10: The status of diesel particulates is very clear as explained in the 

following sentences.  Diesel exhaust entered the AB 1807 process in October 1989 

and has undergone an extensive evaluation because of its potential cancer and non-

cancer health effects and widespread exposures.  The CARB and the Office of 

Environmental Health Hazard Assessments (OEHHA) have both evaluated diesel 

exhaust for potential identification as a TAC.  On April 22, 1998, the Scientific 

Review Panel (SRP) formally reviewed and approved listing particulate emissions 

from diesel exhaust as a TAC.  Further, diesel emissions are composed mainly of 

particulate matter and gases, which contain potential cancer-causing substances.  

Diesel emissions currently include over 40 substances that are listed by the U.S. EPA 

as hazardous air pollutants.  As indicated by the results of the MATES II study diesel 

emissions contribute to approximately 71 percent of the cancer risk in the district. 

In the context of Rule 1402, as noted by the commentator, the guidance document 

referred to that the SCAQMD is waiting for refers to permitting guidance related 

specifically to stationary diesel sources and does not include mobile sources.  

Therefore, the guidance referred to by the commentator is not related to the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules. 

Response 1-11: CARB adopted its urban bus fleet rule on February 24, 2000.  The 

proposed urban transit bus fleet rule is designed to reduce ozone precursor emissions 

(NOx and VOC) and toxic air contaminants (diesel PM) by encouraging transit 

agencies to purchase or lease low-emission, alternative-fuel urban buses.  To provide 

transit agencies with flexibility in determining their optimal fleet mix, the proposed 

CARB rule allows transit agencies to choose between two compliance paths, either 

the diesel path or the alternative-fuel path.  For transit agencies choosing the 

alternative-fuel path, a minimum 85 percent of new bus purchases would have to be 

low-emission, alternative-fuel buses, beginning with the adoption of the proposed 

regulation through model year 2015.  The proposed CARB fleet rule currently 

contains six components:  1) a NOx fleet average requirement; 2) PM retrofit 
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requirements; 3) low-emission bus purchase requirements; 4) a zero-emission bus 

(ZEB) demonstration project; 5) ZEB purchase requirements; and 6) requirements for 

transit agencies to use low-sulfur diesel fuel.  The NOx fleet average requirements, 

PM retrofit requirements, and low-sulfur diesel fuel requirements are the same for 

transit agencies on either the diesel or alternative-fuel path.  The two paths differ in 

applicable emission standards (proposed new section 1956.1, Title 13, CCR), ZEB 

demonstration project requirements, and ZEB purchase requirements.  The program 

applies to 1993 and earlier model year urban buses whose engines are rebuilt or 

replaced after January 1, 1995.  The program is limited to urban buses operating in 

metropolitan areas with 1980 populations of 750,000 or more 

CARB’s urban transit bus fleet rule is anticipated to provide fewer TAC and ozone 

precursor emission reduction benefits compared to the proposed fleet vehicle rules 

for the following reasons.  First, CARB’s urban bus fleet rule is focused solely on 

urban buses whereas the proposed fleet vehicle rules would regulate all fleets with 15 

or more on-road vehicles.  The proposed fleet vehicle rules would apply to all public 

fleets operated by federal, state, county, special districts, regional agencies, and joint 

power authorities.  The proposed fleet vehicle rules also apply to vehicle fleets 

owned and/or operated by airports located in the district, including some private 

fleets under contract to airports.  With the exception of fleets regulated under PR 

1191 and other specified fleets, motorcoaches for example, the proposed rules would 

also apply to private fleets under contract to public entities.  As indicated here, the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules would apply to a substantially wider range of vehicle 

fleets than CARB’s urban bus fleet rule. 

The effects of adopting CARB’s urban bus fleet rule relative to PR 1192 are 

evaluated in Chapter 5 of the Draft PEA.  Alternative B – CARB HDV Standards, 

specifically takes into account the effects of CARB’s urban transit bus rule, but 

similar standards for other HDVs expected to be adopted by CARB in the 2007 time 

frame. 

Finally, the Draft PEA does not take into consideration future urban air toxic control 

strategy and HDV standards because of lack of definition of these programs, it is not 

clear when they will be adopted, and it would be considered speculative at this time 

to evaluate these programs. 

Response 1-12: In November 1999 the SCAQMD released a draft final report on the 

MATES II study for a 90-day public review and comment period.  Public comments 

may result in modifications to the final MATES II report.  The results of the MATES 

II study indicated that diesel exhaust contributes to 71 percent of the cancer risk in 

the district.  The proposed fleet vehicle rules are being promulgated in part as a result 

of the MATES II study and are one of a number of components of the SCAQMD’s 

overall strategy for reducing TAC emissions from both stationary and mobile 

sources. 
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Response 1-13: 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.  The alternatives discussion and 

evaluation 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 level of detail of the project alternatives, CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 

states in part, “…the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in 

less detail than the significant effects of the project as proposed.”  The SCAQMD has 

reviewed the specific project alternatives recommended by the commentator and has 

provided responses to each specific recommendation in the following paragraphs. 

Response 1-14: Staff has evaluated the suggestion for a voluntary, incentive-based 

program and considers incentive-based programs to be part of the No Project 

Alternative.  The reason for this determination is that there currently exists a number 

of voluntary incentive programs such as those mentioned by the commentator, which 

include 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.  Further, the 

SCAQMD has no jurisdictional authority to authorize or fund additional programs 

beyond those in which it is already involved.  Therefore, a voluntary incentive-based 

program is not considered a true alternative.  Finally, the analysis of the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules takes existing programs into consideration and does not take air 

quality credit for emission reductions from these programs. 
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Response 1-15: In response to input received by the SCAQMD, PR 1190 has been 

replaced by a number of proposed fleet vehicle rules, with each proposed rule 

regulating a specific fleet category.  Depending on the proposed fleet vehicle rule, a 

fuel neutral approach has been incorporated to a certain extent.  For example, 

replacement light- and –medium-duty fleet vehicles regulated by PR 1191 may 

consist of CARB-certified LEVs or cleaner vehicles including ULEVs and SULEVs 

(see Attachment 1 of PR 1191).  These vehicles can operate on conventional 

reformulated gasoline or alternative fuels as long as the vehicle is CARB-certified.  

PR 1192, which regulates transit bus fleets, continues to specify that replacement 

buses must be alternative clean fuel buses.  Although PR 1192 specifies that 

replacement buses must consist of alternative fuel vehicles, there is an element of 

fuel neutrality because the proposed rules specify a range of alternative clean fuels 

the fleet owner or operator can use.  For heavy-duty vehicles regulated by the 

remaining fleet vehicle rules, fleet owners or operators would be required to replace 

heavy-duty fleet vehicles with vehicles that comply with the methanol equivalency 

criteria contained in H&SC §40447.5.  Each proposed fleet vehicle rule that regulates 

heavy-duty fleet vehicles (except PR 1192) will include an attachment lists CARB-

certified heavy-duty engine classes that comply with methanol equivalency criteria.  

As indicated in attachments to the specified proposed rules, available CARB-certified 

engine classes operate using a range of combustion fuels including: M-100, M-85, 

CNG, LPG, LNG, etc.  Consequently, fuel neutrality is already a component of the 

current versions of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  As a result of the fuel neutrality 

incorporated into the proposed fleet vehicle rules, potential infrastructure 

development is not expected to be as extensive as indicated by the commentator.. 

Response 1-16: Staff has considered the recommendation for a phased approach 

alternative and offers the following.  A phased approach alternative such as the one 

described in this comment, which would allow the fleet operators to evaluate fleet 

operations, available infrastructure, infrastructure availability, etc., with no firm 

requirements for compliance with any criteria would be difficult to implement and 

enforce and, therefore, is not considered a feasible alternative.  Instead of allowing 

such an open-ended phased approach, staff has developed an alternative (Alternative 

C) similar to the proposed fleet vehicle rules, that delays the AVF fleet replacement 

compliance dates by one year compared to the original compliance dates originally 

identified in PR 1190.  Further, this alternative includes a technology review 

provision that would allow further delays if there are no compliant CARB-certified 

engines for the various engine categories. 

With regard to phasing in replacement fleet vehicles based on commercial 

availability, provisions have been incorporated into the proposed fleet vehicle rules 

that would provide relief for certain categories of fleet vehicles if the owners or 

operators can demonstrate that compliant engine classes are not available for that 

engine class.  The demonstration that compliant engine classes are not available 
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would have to be made each time a fleet vehicle is replaced.  PR 1191 doe not 

contain this relief provision because compliant engine classes are considered to be 

available for these categories of fleet vehicles. 

Response 1-17: Part of the rationale for focusing the proposed fleet vehicle rules on 

public fleets is the fact that public fleet vehicles typically refuel, are maintained, and 

are often garaged at a centralized refueling/maintenance site.  As a result, it is 

assumed that public agencies can more easily accommodate infrastructure changes 

such as construction of EV charging stations or natural gas compressor stations 

because they will be installed at existing maintenance and refueling sites. 

Although a fleet rule affecting all other fleets not regulated under the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules may be an option for consideration in the future, there are currently 

insufficient staff resources to identify all private fleets in the district, compile all of 

the cost data from all potentially affected fleets, identify additional funding sources, 

etc., in the rule adoption timeframe advocated by the Governing Board.  As a result, 

an alternative regulating all fleets in the district is not considered to be a feasible 

alternative for the current rule promulgation process. 

Response 1-18: As already indicated in response to comment #1-9, other existing 

regulatory programs, including federal and state programs that govern on-road 

vehicle emissions will be included as part of the No Project Alternative.  The specific 

existing voluntary programs mentioned by the commentator including: U.S. 

Department of Energy’s Clean Cities Program, the Carl Moyer Program, and the 

Mobile Source Air Pollution Reduction Review Committee program are part of the 

existing setting because they are laws or programs that have already been enacted.  

The specific programs mentioned by the commentator under consideration by CARB 

including: new engine standards for 2002 and beyond; potential cleaner fuels; 

potential after-combustion treatments will not be part of the No Project Alternative 

because they have not yet been adopted and it is speculative at this time to consider 

effects of programs that are not completed defined or adopted (see also response to 

comment #1-11).  Similarly, U.S. EPA’s consideration of reauthorizing Tier 2 heavy-

duty truck standards and possible new national clean diesel fuel specifications will 

not be included as part of the No Project Alternative for the same reasons given for 

the CARB programs currently under consideration.  Finally, pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines §15125, the existing setting for a CEQA document, “… must include a 

description of the physical environmental conditions in the vicinity of the project, as 

they exist at the time the notice of preparation is published.”  Based upon this CEQA 

Guidelines requirement, rules, laws, ordinances, etc. that may be proposed, but are 

not adopted at the time the notice of preparation is circulated, would not be part of 

the existing setting.  The original notice of preparation for PR 1190 was circulated in 

November 12, 1999. 
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Response 1-19: 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, this 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.  This means that a site-specific analysis as recommended by the city 

is not possible at this time because of the general nature of the regulatory program 

being analyzed. 

Land use impacts are not anticipated to be significant in part because public agencies 

replacing existing fleets of light- and medium-duty vehicles pursuant to PR 1191 will 

likely be able to replace these vehicles with LEVs, ULEVs, and/or SULEVs as 

specified in the proposed rule.  In fact it is anticipated that more than 99 percent of 

the replacement light- and medium-duty vehicles will consist of ULEVs or SULEVs, 

which operate on reformulated gasoline.  Consequently, no special infrastructure 

beyond the existing gasoline distribution infrastructure would be necessary for light- 

and medium-duty fleet vehicles. 

With regard to heavy-duty vehicles in the remaining proposed fleet vehicle rules, it is 

likely that these replacement vehicles will consist primarily of AFVs.  It is 

anticipated that, to the extent possible, alternative fuel refueling equipment will be 

located at existing public fleet refueling sites.  In this situation it not likely that 

changes to existing zoning ordinances would be required.  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 at this time 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 anticipated that individual refueling sites, 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. 

Construction of AFV refueling sites would be expected to generate construction air 

quality impacts to the extent that a site would require grading, earth-moving, 

trenching, dirt hauling, etc.  Potential air quality impacts from the construction of 

AVF refueling sites are analyzed in detail in the construction air quality impacts 

section of Chapter 4. 

Response 1-20: The SCAQMD has comprehensively analyzed the environmental 

impacts associated with production of alternative clean-fuels due to the 
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implementation of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The environmental impact 

analysis in Chapter 4 of the Draft PEA concluded that the supply of alternative fuels 

in the SCAQMD's jurisdiction was sufficient to meet the demand created by the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Therefore, expansion of existing production facilities is 

not required.   

Accordingly, the SCAQMD focused its environmental impact analysis on 

infrastructure changes (e.g., the installation and operation of alternative clean-fuel 

fueling sites) associated with the proposed project.  In the context of operational 

activities, the SCAQMD analyzed the potential direct and indirect environmental 

impacts resulting from operation of alternative clean-fuel fueling sites, increased 

alternative-clean fuel deliveries, longer vehicle turnover rates, loss of services, and 

fueling site centralization.  The results of these analyses concluded that the proposed 

project would not generate any significant environmental impacts.  For the 

SCAQMD's comprehensive analysis of these impacts, the commentator is referred to 

Chapter 4 of the Draft PEA. 

As to the commentator's assertion that the SCAQMD should evaluate the 

environmental impacts associated with the planning and zoning considerations of 

siting alternative clean-fuel fueling sites, the commentator is referred to responses to 

comments #1-7 and #1-19. 

Response 1-21: The SCAQMD disagrees that there will be significant adverse land 

use impacts as explained in the response to comment #1-19.  Further, infrastructure 

development will depend on the composition of affected public agency fleets.  To the 

extent that affected public agencies need to install alternative clean fuel refueling 

stations, a number of factors would likely influence the decision on where to locate 

the refueling station including availability of existing refueling stations, location and 

range of the affected fleet, etc.  The SCAQMD cannot speculate on the specific needs 

of each affected public agency.  Consequently, a regional long-term infrastructure 

plan developed by the SCAQMD would not necessarily meet the needs or address 

particular issues related to the specific operating conditions for all affected public 

agencies.  A more flexible approach is for each affected public agency to assess its 

own infrastructure development needs and proceed accordingly. 

Response 1-22: 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 
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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. 

Response 1-23: For light- and medium-duty vehicles regulated by PR 1191, no 

payload constraints are anticipated because these vehicles would continue to operate 

on reformulated gasoline, which does not requiring changes to the engines, fuel 

tanks, etc., that might affected payload size.  The SCAQMD acknowledges that for 

replacement heavy-duty vehicles CNG fuel tanks, batteries and other alternative fuel 

technologies may result in weight and space constraints, potentially reducing the 

payload capacities of vehicles and limiting their ability to perform their functions in 

certain situations.  Since implementation of the proposed fleet vehicle rules is gradual 

in that they only apply to the acquisition of replacement fleet vehicles, the fleet 

operator is expected to have considerable flexibility in determining the specific 

situation where this particular vehicle be utilized in order to minimize any payload 

capacity impacts associated with the use of this vehicle, if any. 

Response 1-24: For light- and medium-duty vehicles regulated by PR 1191, no range 

limitations are anticipated because these vehicles would continue to operate on 

reformulated gasoline.  These vehicles would likely require servicing at the same rate 

as existing vehicles.  The SCAQMD acknowledges that most heavy-duty alternative 

fuel vehicles have range limitations.  Whether these range limitations are problematic 

depends on the specific situation where the vehicle is being utilized.  For example, 

the SCAQMD is aware of the successful use of alternative-fueled vehicles 

(compressed natural gas) utilized in waste hauling, transit bus, street sweeping, and 

school bus applications where the range issue has not significantly affected the 

effective utilization of these vehicles. Notwithstanding the preceding, since the 

implementation of the proposed fleet vehicle rules regulating heavy-duty vehicles is 

gradual in that they only apply to the acquisition of replacement fleet vehicles, the 

fleet operator will have considerable flexibility in determining the specific situation 

where this particular vehicle be utilized, in order to minimize any range limitations 

associated with the use of a particular vehicle, if any. 

Response 1-25: PR 1190 has been disaggregated into a number of proposed fleet 

rules.  On of the proposed rules, PR 1191, which regulates light- and medium-duty 

fleet vehicles, would allow the use of CARB-certified gasoline-powered LEVs, 

ULEVs and SULEVs.   

The SCAQMD will prepare a separate socioeconomic impact analysis for the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules, which will be released prior to the public hearing for 

each proposed rule. 

Response 1-26: The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-20. 
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With regard to impacts from developing alternative fuel refueling stations, the Draft 

PEA includes an analysis of potential environmental impacts from construction 

alternative fuel refueling stations in Chapter 4.  For example, the analysis of 

construction air quality impacts is based on the anticipated number of alternative fuel 

refueling stations that would need to be built to accommodate replacing all heavy-

duty vehicles that would be regulated by the relevant proposed fleet vehicle rule.  

Operational air quality impacts from operation of alternative fuel refueling stations 

are also analyzed in Chapter 4.  The commentator is, therefore, referred to the 

impacts analysis in Chapter 4 of this Draft PEA. 

Response 1-27: There is a general recognition that localized emission reductions will 

occur through the implementation of the proposed rule; however, the methods used in 

the MATES II study are consistent with a regional analysis and may not fully capture 

this localized air quality benefit.  The Draft PEA does, however, include an 

evaluation of the direct TAC reduction benefits of the proposed fleet vehicles rules in 

Chapter 4. 

Response 1-28: The results of the MATES II study indicated that the Basin-wide 

cancer risk from TAC emissions is 1,400 in one million (1,400 x 10
-6

).  Further, this 

study concluded that 71 percent of the cancer risk is attributable to diesel particulates.  

Consequently, the primary objective of the proposed fleet vehicle rules is to reduce 

population exposures to diesel exhaust emitted by fleets of trucks and buses and TAC 

compounds associated with gasoline-fueled vehicles, e.g., benzene and 1,3 butadiene.  

To the extent that government and airport fleets contain diesel-fueled vehicles, they 

contribute to the overall cancer risk in the Basin.  The reasons to begin with 

government fleets and bus fleets include the fact that it is more practical to convert 

government fleets that tend to be centrally fueled.  Also, many fleet buses coincide 

with areas of highly diesel exposure.  The proposed fleet vehicle rules are being 

promulgated in part as a result of the MATES II study and they are one of the 

components of the SCAQMD’s overall strategy of reducing TAC emissions from 

both stationary and mobile sources.  Chapter 4 of this Draft PEA contains a benefits 

analysis of implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules. 

Response 1-29:The Draft PEA includes a comparison of the emissions from diesel 

fuel to the various alternative clean fuels expected to be used by heavy-duty 

replacement vehicles to comply with the relevant proposed heavy-duty fleet vehicle 

rules.  The comparison includes an evaluation of greenhouse gases emitting from the 

combustion of the various fuel types.  In general, alternative clean fuels have lower 

greenhouse gas emissions than conventional diesel fuel.  The commentator is referred 

to Chapter 4 for the emissions comparison between alternative clean fuels and diesel. 

Response 1-30: The SCAQMD evaluated potential transportation/circulation impacts 

from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules in Chapter 4 of this Draft PEA.  

In general, transportation/circulation impacts as described by the commentator are 
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not anticipated for the following reasons.  First, PR 1191 would allow affected fleet 

owners to replace light- and medium-duty vehicles with LEVs, ULEVs and/or 

SULEVs, as specified in the rule, rather than requiring a specified alternative fuel.  

Based upon surveys conducted by the SCAQMD, light- and medium-duty vehicles 

comprise approximately 81 percent of all fleet vehicles that would be regulated by 

the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Consequently, the types of congestion identified by 

the commentator, i.e., more vehicles on the road and increasing congestion in the 

vicinity of centralized refueling stations are expected to be approximately equivalent 

to current conditions. 

For heavy-duty replacement vehicles regulated by the remaining proposed fleet 

vehicle rules, the Draft PEA analyzes the potential increase in vehicle miles traveled 

from more centralized fueling stations.  It is anticipated that there will be an increase 

in the number of alternative fueled heavy-duty vehicles because it is considered to be 

relatively unlikely that current diesel technologies will be able to comply with the 

methanol equivalency criteria in the near term.  As a result, there could be centralized 

refueling stations requiring heavy-duty vehicles to travel more miles per refueling 

trip.  The analysis in Chapter 4 assumes that each heavy-duty vehicle will travel an 

extra five miles per fueling trip.  Based upon the number of vehicles affected, the 

number of fueling trips per affected vehicle, and the distribution over the district of 

affected heavy-duty fleet vehicles, significant traffic congestion impacts from the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules are not anticipated.  The commentator is referred to the 

analysis of transportation/circulation impacts in Chapter 4 of this Draft PEA. 

As noted by the commentator, AB 71 allows specified single occupancy vehicles 

(SOV) alternative fueled vehicles to use high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes as 

follows.  Beginning in July, 2000, through December 31, 2003, SOV ULEVs would 

be allowed to use HOV lanes and beginning January 1, 2004, through December 31, 

2007, SOV SULEVs would be allowed to use HOV lanes.  As noted in AB 71, HOV 

lanes are currently “uncongested and underutilized.”  Consequently the intent of AB 

71 is to provide an incentive to accelerate the penetration of ULEVs and SULEVs, as 

well as improve traffic flow, thus providing air quality benefits.  Although PR 1191 

will increase the fleet penetration of ULEVs and SULEVs in the district, this is not 

anticipated to cause congestion in HOV lanes for several reasons.  First, the total 

population of fleet vehicles is relatively small compared to the total vehicle 

population in the district.  AB 71 specifies a limited three-year schedule where only 

SOV ULEVs would be allowed to use the HOV lanes and a different three-year 

period that only SOV SULEVs would be allowed to use the HOV lanes.  There 

would be no overlap in HOV lane usage by ULEVs and SULEVs.  Further, AB 71 

contains a provision that allows the Governor to remove individual HOV lanes or 

portions of those lanes during periods of peak congestion from the access provisions 

of AB 71 if the California Department of Transportation makes the following 

findings: 1) the lane, or portion thereof, exceeds a level of service C, or 2) the 
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operation or projected operation of the ULEV and SULEV vehicles in the HOV 

lanes, or portions thereof, will significantly increase congestion.  Finally, PR 1191 

would regulate light- and medium-duty public agency fleets, including private fleets 

under contract to public agencies.  Public agency fleets, particularly fleets for city 

governments are used primarily for city business within the confines of each 

individual city.  As a result, for most vehicle trips by city fleet vehicles, it is not 

necessary to travel by freeway because vehicle trip lengths are relatively short and 

vehicle trip originations and destinations may not be easily accessible to local 

freeway systems.  Consequently, public agency fleets regulated by PR 1191 are not 

expected to unduly burden HOV lanes. 

Response 1-31: Although there will be an increase in alternative fuel refueling 

infrastructure, the increase is not as large as anticipated by the commentator.  The 

reason for this is that, under the current versions of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, 

approximately 81 percent of the affected fleet vehicles are light- or medium-duty 

vehicles, which are expected to be replaced by CARB-certified LEV, ULEV or 

SULEV vehicles, as specified by PR 1191.  These categories of vehicles operate on 

reformulated gasoline and, therefore, will be able to use existing gasoline refueling 

stations.   

It is anticipated that additional alternative fuel infrastructure will be necessary for 

fleets consisting of heavy-duty vehicles.  There are inherent fire or explosion hazards 

associated with any combustion fuel, especially, for example, gasoline.  For fleets 

such as urban buses and school buses it is anticipated that alternative fuel refueling 

sites will be located at existing refueling locations.  It is also anticipated that new 

alternative fuel refueling locations will comply with all relevant building, fire, and 

safety codes.  Further, as the usage of alternative fuels increases, there will be a 

concurrent decrease in diesel usage, as well as a reduction in associated fire or 

explosion hazards.  In any event a comparison of the risks associated with alternative 

clean fuels is included in Chapter 4 of this Draft EA. 

Response 1-32: As noted in previous responses, 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 
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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 1-33: It is not the intent and, therefore, is not anticipated that the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules will substantially alter or affect in any way a public agency’s 

ability to respond to emergencies for the following reasons.  The proposed fleet 

vehicle rules exempt fleets typically associated with responding to emergencies such 

as police departments; fire departments; hospital, medical, or paramedic facilities, 

etc.  It is anticipated that for other categories of emergency responders, such as those 

mentioned by the commentator (lifeguards and park rangers), the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules will have few noticeable effects for the following reason.  These 

categories of emergency responders typically use light- or medium-duty vehicles.  

Since PR 1191 will allow replacement light- and medium-duty fleet vehicles to 

consist of LEV, ULEV, and/or SULEV vehicles that operate on conventional 

reformulated gasoline, it is not anticipated that the adverse public service impacts 

identified by the commentator will occur. 

Although it is likely that alternative fuel infrastructure and the number of AFVs will 

increase as a result of implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules, at the very least 

there will be a concurrent reduction in the number of diesel-fueled vehicles on the 

road, at least in the short term.  In general, accidents involving heavy-duty diesel 

fueled vehicles that result in an accidental release of diesel are typically manpower 

intensive with regard to emergency responders, including the Highway Patrol and 
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city or county cleanup crews.  Spilled diesel poses a hazard to motorists because 

roadways become slick and motorists can lose control of their vehicles.  Further, 

diesel is toxic to the skin and lungs. 

Although an accident involving alternative clean fuels would require emergency 

response personnel, the hazards posed by alternative clean fuels would, in general be 

less than for diesel.  For example, methanol is considered to be less hazardous than 

diesel because diesel contains polyaromatic hydrocarbons.  Methanol vapor is lighter 

than diesel vapor and disperses more readily in air.  Methanol is more difficult to 

ignite than diesel because it has a lower flammability limit (LFL) that is higher than 

the LFL for diesel.  Finally, a methanol fire can be extinguished with water, whereas, 

water on diesel spreads the fire. 

Similarly, hazards posed by CNG, LNG, and LPG are less than hazards posed by 

diesel since diesel tends to be toxic to the lungs and skin and these alternative fuels 

are not.  All of these alternative fuels tend to higher LFLs than diesel, and an 

accidental release of these alternative fuels does not pose a cleanup hazard like 

diesel.  For more information on the relative hazards of alternative clean fuels the 

commentator is referred to the “Hazards” section of Chapter 4 of the Draft EA. 

Implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules will require additional knowledge and 

training of owners/operators of fueling stations regarding maintaining and operating 

alternative refueling stations and emergency responders.  The Natural Gas Vehicle 

Institute (NGVI) in Las Vegas offers a series of forums and classes designed to 

educate the end users of natural gas vehicle refueling stations.  For example, twice 

annually the NGVI offers a three-day Natural Gas Fueling Station Technology 

Exchange as an official forum for natural transportation fuel retailers to share 

common strategies, problem-solving techniques, design elements, and experiences.  

Also twice annually, the NGVI offers its Natural Gas Fueling Station Operation & 

Maintenance Forum, which is specifically designed for people with hands-on 

responsibility for solving day-to-day operation and maintenance problems at natural 

gas refueling stations.  A third forum that NGVI offers is the Natural Gas Fueling 

Station Certification Course, which is a four-day program for public and private 

sector professional involved with the design and operation of natural gas vehicle 

refueling stations.  Not only does greater knowledge of natural gas refueling 

infrastructure improve safety, it contributes to reducing high natural gas refueling 

station life-cycle costs (CEC, 1999).  As indicated in the preceding, sources of 

information on natural gas vehicle fueling stations are currently available.  To the 

extent feasible, the SCAQMD will work with local governments to find resources to 

provide safe and reliable refueling stations. 

Finally, there are local community colleges in the district that that offer programs in 

proper operation and maintenance of alternative fuel vehicles.  LA Trade Tech, 

Cypress College, and College of the Desert currently offer such programs. 



Appendix C:  Comment Letters and Responses to Comments 

Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules C-1-29 June 2000 

Response 1-34: As noted in response to comment #1-31, approximately 81 percent 

of the total number of fleet vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules 

consist of light- and medium-duty vehicles that would be regulated by PR 1191.  

Further, PR 1191 would allow replacement vehicles to consist of CARB-certified 

LEVs, ULEVs, and/or SULEVs, as specified by the proposed rule.  Consequently, 

potential impacts from an increasing alternative fuel infrastructure will not be as 

great as indicated by the commentator. 

For heavy-duty vehicles it is anticipated that existing public fleets that typically have 

centralized refueling and maintenance facilities, such as those identified by the 

commentator, will install the necessary clean fuel infrastructure at these facilities.  A 

program-level analysis of potential adverse impacts from installing the alternative 

fuel infrastructure was conducted and is provided in Chapter 4 of this Draft EA.  If 

the commentator is implying that the analysis of potential infrastructure development 

for schools, etc., should include a site-specific analysis of new refueling locations, as 

noted in response to comment #1-19, the analysis of potential adverse impacts in this 

Draft PEA estimates the number of alternative clean fuel refueling stations (refer to 

Chapter 4 and Appendix F), but such a site-specific analysis cannot be performed 

because it is not known and cannot be known at this time where such refueling 

stations would be located.  Therefore, such an analysis would be speculative at this 

time. 

Response 1-35: 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.4
th

 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.  
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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 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.  

Indirect air quality impacts from installing refueling stations and additional VMT to 

reach a centralized refueling station, etc., are physical effects on the environment and 

have been evaluated in Chapter 4 of this Draft 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 will be evaluated in a 

separately prepared socioeconomic impact analysis.  In addition, as part of the rule 

promulgation support materials, the SCAQMD is compiling information on potential 

funding sources that could be used to offset the additional costs of purchasing heavy-

duty alternative fuel fleet vehicles.  It is important to note, that the environmental 

analysis in this Draft PEA does not rely on the funding information currently being 

compiled. 

Response 1-36: Each proposed fleet vehicle rule will include a comprehensive list of 

currently available qualifying qualify as methanol equivalent or low emission 

vehicles.  Costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules will be evaluated in a 

separate socioeconomic impact assessment.  

The SCAQMD is continuing to investigate the availability and cost of vehicles that 

would comply with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, including conventional and 

alternative-fueled vehicles.  This investigation will relate directly to the purchasing 
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requirements that are ultimately proposed for the rule, in terms of minimizing the 

model unavailability and cost impacts associated with the implementation of the rule.  

Further, for specific categories of affected fleet vehicles where replacement vehicles 

are currently unavailable, the proposed fleet vehicle rules will likely provide 

additional time before the affected vehicles would have to comply with the 

replacement vehicle provisions of the relevant rule.  It should be noted that the 

SCAQMD is intending to develop a companion document to the rule development 

package that will address available funding needs and funding sources related to the 

implementation of the proposed rule. 

Response 1-37: With regard to vehicle testing and performance, staff does not 

believe this to be a significant issue, since the conventional and alternative-fueled 

vehicles that will be promoted by the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been utilized 

in vehicle fleets for many years.  The SCAQMD can provide, if requested, contacts 

from fleets that have successfully utilized alternative-fueled vehicles so that the City 

will not have to "reinvent the wheel" and waste taxpayer funds in attempting to 

duplicate testing that has already taken place.  In addition, if the City of Los Angeles 

still believes that vehicle testing is necessary, the rule provides lead-time and a 

gradual implementation mechanism so that this activity can be accommodated. 

Response 1-38: With regard to payload constraints, the commentator is referred to 

the response to comment #1-23. 

Response 1-39: With regard to range limitations, the commentator is referred to the 

response to comment #1-24.  Regarding training and maintenance, the commentator 

is referred to the response to comment #1-33.  Regarding costs to fleet vehicle 

owners, including warranty costs, loss of funding from resale of existing fleet 

vehicles, etc., the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-35. 

PR 1191 subdivision (g) and PR 1192 subdivision (f) contain specific provisions 

regarding recordkeeping and enforcement.  The commentator is referred to Appendix 

A, which contains a copy of PR 1191 and PR 1192, to review these specific 

subdivisions.  It is expected that subsequent proposed fleet vehicle rules will have 

similar recordkeeping and enforcement provisions. 

Response 1-40: The analysis of potential impacts includes public fleets, private fleets 

that provide ground access to commercial airports (PR 1194), and private fleets that 

contract with public agencies.  The impacts analysis in Chapter 4 is based on the 

potential adverse environmental impacts generated by all of the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules 

Response 1-41: The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-33. 
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Response 1-42: As noted in response to comment #1-31, approximately 81 percent 

of the total number of fleet vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle rules 

consist of light- and medium-duty vehicles that would be regulated by PR 1191.  

Further, PR 1191 would allow replacement vehicles to consist of CARB-certified 

LEVs, ULEVs, and/or SULEVs, as specified by the proposed rule.  Consequently, no 

durability or reliability impacts are anticipated for these replacement fleet vehicles. 

Data that the SCAQMD has collected from fleets relative to the durability, reliability 

and cost of alternative fuel vehicles indicate that these vehicle may be superior or 

inferior to their conventionally-fueled counterparts, depending on the specific vehicle 

technology utilized, and the strategies that vehicle fleet operators will employ to 

successfully utilize alternative-fueled vehicles.  Nevertheless, the fleet operator has 

flexibility to choose the specific application for the alternative-fuel vehicle, if such a 

vehicle is even necessary for rule compliance, in order to minimize or eliminate the 

potential impacts to public services from the operation of these vehicles.  Finally, the 

SCAQMD is developing a companion document to the rule development 

documentation that will provide information and facilitate the training of vehicle fleet 

personnel in the operation and maintenance of alternative-fueled vehicles. 

Response 1-43: Regarding economic and social costs of project, as well as a project 

resulting in reduced funding for other public services, the commentator is referred to 

the response to comment #1-35. 

Response 1-44: The SCAQMD has contacted CARB relative to Carl Moyer and 

MSRC funding.  It is the SCAQMD’s intent, consistent with CARB input relative to 

this matter, that the proposed fleet vehicle rules are intended to be structured to 

ensure that these funding sources will be available to fleets that would have 

otherwise qualified for funding in the absence of the proposed fleet vehicle rules. 

Response 1-45: The commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-31 

and #1-34. 
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COMMENT LETTER 2: COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES 

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS 

Response 2-1: Comment #2-1 is a general summary of the requirements of PR 

1190.  It should be noted, however, that a PR 1190 has been disaggregated into a 

number of fleet vehicle rules based upon vehicle type.  The commentator is referred 

to Appendix A to view copies of PR 1191 and PR 1192.  For a description of the 

remaining fleet vehicle rules and the proposed amendments to Rule 431.2, the 

commentator is referred to Chapter 2 of this Draft PEA. 

Response 2-2: Comment #2-2 summarizes the objectives of PR 1190, that is, to 

reduce TAC emissions from gasoline- and diesel-fueled vehicles.  Secondarily, it is 

anticipated that PR 1190 will reduce criteria pollutant and precursor emissions to a 

certain extent.  The currently proposed fleet vehicle rules continue to contain these 

objectives.  According to the SCAQMD’s MATES II study, and as noted by the 

commentator diesel emissions contribute to approximately 71 percent of the total 

regional cancer risk. 

Response 2-3: As noted in response to comment #2-1, PR 1190 has been modified 

and now consists of a series of fleet vehicle rules that regulate specific categories of 

fleets.  Under PR 1191, replacement fleet vehicles could consist of light- and 

medium-duty vehicles that are CARB-certified LEV, ULEV, or SULEV, which can 

operate on reformulated gasoline. 

Response 2-4: The proposed fleet vehicle rules now require that affected fleet 

operators shall procure compliant vehicles when adding or replacing affected fleet 

vehicles.  To the extent that the County of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 

operates fleets consisting of light- to medium-duty vehicles regulated by PR 1191, it 

is anticipated that LEV, ULEV or SULEV vehicles capable of operating on 

reformulated gasoline would replace these vehicles.  It is likely that heavy-duty 

vehicles would be replaced by alternative-fueled vehicles, which will require 

infrastructure development, as indicated by the commentator.  With the exception of 

PR 1191 and PR 1192, the proposed fleet vehicle rules will contain a relief provision 

that for certain categories of fleet vehicles if the owners or operators can demonstrate 

that compliant engine classes are not available for that engine class.  The 

demonstration that compliant engine classes are not available would have to be made 

each time a fleet vehicle is replaced.   

The direct cost of installing infrastructure is not considered an impact under CEQA 

unless it causes an indirect physical change in the environment (CEQA Guidelines 

§15131(a)).  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-35. 

The potential costs of the proposed fleet vehicle rules will be evaluated in a 

separately prepared socioeconomic impact analysis.  In addition, as part of the rule 
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promulgation support materials, the SCAQMD is compiling information on potential 

funding sources that could be used to offset the additional costs of purchasing heavy-

duty alternative fuel fleet vehicles. 

Response 2-5: The SCAQMD has not received sales projection or manufacturer 

capacity information from vehicle or engine manufacturers that would support an 

assertion that there are not enough vehicles with engines certified to lower-emission 

NOx standards.  It should be noted that since the proposed fleet vehicle rules affect a 

small fraction of fleet sales in the United States (U.S.), the primary market for U.S. 

based heavy-duty engine manufacturers, the resulting affect of engine or vehicle 

manufacturer sales of these engines or vehicles would most likely be negligible.  The 

commentator is also referred to the response to comment #1-5. 

Response 2-6: The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-23. 

Response 2-7: In addition to obtaining funding for implementing the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules through the Carl Moyer Program, the SCAQMD is compiling 

information on potential funding sources that could be used to offset the additional 

costs of purchasing heavy-duty alternative fuel fleet vehicles.  This information will 

be included in a separate rule promulgation support document. 

Response 2-8: The proposed fleet vehicle rules affect both public and private fleet 

operators, including private fleet operators under contract to public agencies.  In 

addition, the SCAQMD is evaluating the use of vehicles powered by low-sulfur 

diesel fuel with the use of appropriate exhaust after-treatment technology, in 

consultation with CARB. 
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COMMENT LETTER 3: CITY OF 

TEMECULA 

Response 3-1: The direct costs of installing infrastructure and complying with other 

requirements of the proposed rules are not considered an impact under CEQA unless 

it causes an indirect physical change in the environment (CEQA Guidelines 

§15131(a)).  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-35. 

The potential costs of the proposed fleet vehicle rules will be evaluated in a 

separately prepared socioeconomic impact analysis.  In addition, as part of the rule 

promulgation support materials, the SCAQMD is compiling information on potential 

funding sources that could be used to offset the additional costs of purchasing heavy-

duty alternative fuel fleet vehicles. 
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COMMENT LETTER 4: SUNLINE TRANSIT AGENCY 

Response 4-1: This comment is from a transit agency in the Coachella Valley 

whose fleet consists of alternative-fueled vehicles and, in general, offers support for 

PR 1190, which now consists of a series of fleet vehicle rules based on vehicle 

classification.   
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COMMENT LETTER 5: CHINO VALLEY INDEPENDENT FIRE 

DEPARTMENT 

Response 5-1: The SCAQMD would consider Fire Engines to be exempted from 

the proposed fleet vehicle rules’ purchase requirements, which is consistent with the 

intent of Health and Safety Code Section 40447.5(a).  With regard to expanding the 

definition of "emergency vehicles," this is being carefully considered; however, the 

SCAQMD has not received any viable input regarding modifications to this 

definition that would incrementally expand the scope of exempted vehicles without 

significantly weakening the overall effectiveness of the proposed rule.  With regard 

to the availability of alternative fuels in remote locations, based upon recent changes 

to PR 1190 disaggregating it into several rules, as well as other modifications, this 

issue no longer appears to be a problem for two reasons.  First, in the near term, since 

the fleet operator has flexibility to choose the specific application for the alternative-

fuel vehicle if this type of vehicle is purchased to comply with the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules.  In particular, implementation of the proposed fleet vehicle rules is 

gradual in that replacement requirements only apply to new vehicle acquisitions, so 

the fleet operator has the flexibility to use vehicles purchased as a result of the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules (if alternative-fueled) in applications that would not 

require operation in remote areas if alternative fuel availability is a potential problem 

based on current alternative fuel availability.  Second, PR 1191 allows new and 

replacement vehicles to consist of LEVs, ULEVs, and SULEVs, which operate on 

reformulated gasoline.  This issue, however, will continue to be evaluated and, if 

necessary, will be addressed in subsequent rulemaking efforts. 
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COMMENT LETTER 6: DOWNEY, BRAND, SEYMOUR & 

ROHWER 

Response 6-1: The commentator will have additional opportunities to comment 

directly on the rule and on the environmental analysis for the proposed contained in 

this Draft EA.  In addition, the rule adoption schedule for PRs 1191 and 1192 has 

been extended to the April 2000 SCAQMD governing board hearing.  The governing 

board will consider the remaining proposed fleet vehicle rules in subsequent months. 

Response 6-2: The SCAQMD intends to clarify in PR 1194 the exemption for daily 

rental vehicles. 

Response 6-3: The SCAQMD has, in general, used the definition of "urban buses" 

that is incorporated in CARB regulations.  It is the intent of PR 1194 to apply to 

airport car rental buses so that the emissions and toxic related impacts of these buses 

will be minimized in future years. 

Response 6-4: The proposed fleet vehicle rules are only one component of the 

SCAQMD’s overall strategy for reducing risks associated with exposure to TACs 

from both stationary and mobile sources.  Other efforts to reduce TAC emissions 

include recent amendments to Rule 1401 – New Sources Review of Toxic Air 

Contaminants, and currently proposed amendments to Rule 1402 – Control of Toxic 

Air Contaminants from Existing Sources.  Other components may include specific 

incentive programs to further control TAC emissions or accelerate the phase-out of 

diesel particulate emissions sources.  The SCAQMD is currently in the process of 

preparing an Air Toxics Control Plan.  The Air Toxics Control Plan is expected to 

include a comprehensive list of strategies to control or reduce TAC emissions in the 

district.  The proposed fleet vehicle rules, stationary source control strategies, and 

possibly other fleet vehicle rules are expected to be part of the Air Toxics Control 

Plan.  For more information, the commentator is referred to Chapter 2 of this Draft 

EA. 

Response 6-5: The commentator is referred to the response to comments #1-3 and 

#1-8.  Although the language in the Governing Board’s EJ Initiative #7 does refer to 

incentivizing the early clean up or removal of diesel, this does not preclude the 

SCAQMD from pursuing a regulatory program within its jurisdictional authority to 

limit or eliminate diesel.  Like the EJ initiatives, it is at the Governing Board’s 

direction that the SCAQMD is currently promulgating the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules. 

Response 6-6: The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-14. 

Response 6-7: The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-16.  

Further, the commentator is referred to “Hazards” section of Chapter 4 for 
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comparison of the relative environmental effects of diesel compared to alternative 

fuels.  Although Chapter 4 of this Draft PEA includes a qualitative evaluation of 

clean diesel technologies, the proposed fleet vehicle rules currently do not allow 

diesel fuel as a compliance option because there are no commercially available diesel 

technologies that can meet the methanol equivalency criteria.  Finally, an analysis of 

other environmental impacts from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules can 

also be found in the other sections of Chapter 4. 

Response 6-8: Please refer to the response to comment 6-2. 

Response 6-9: Please refer to the response to comments 6-2 and 6-3. 

Response 6-10: Please refer to the responses to comments 6-2 and 6-3. 

The inclusion of tour buses that carry passengers to and from airports is carefully being 

considered as part of the rule development process.  This is because from an air quality 

improvement standpoint, the use of lower-emitting tour buses represents an important 

opportunity to provide the public with air quality benefits by reducing their exposure to 

toxic particulate matter emissions from diesel engines at airports and in surrounding 

areas. 

Response 6-11: The commentator is referred to the response to comment #6-3. 
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COMMENT LETTER 7: CAR AND TRUCK RENTING & LEASING 

ASSOCIATION OF CALIFORNIA 

Response 7-1: The comment period on NOP/IS was extended until December 21, 

1999.  Further, the public has additional opportunities to comment of potential 

environmental impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules during the public 

comment period for this draft EA. 

Response 7-2: The rule adoption schedule for PR 1191 and PR 1192 has been 

extended by 60 days to the April 2000 SCAQMD governing board hearing.  Other 

proposed fleet vehicle rules will be considered in subsequent months. 
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COMMENT LETTER 8: CALIFORNIA BUS ASSOCIATION 

Response 8-1: Over-the-road motor coaches are not regulated by any of the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules at this time. 

Response 8-2: Your comment letter has been addressed as part of the SCAQMD’s 

responses to NOP/IS comments.  Further, your letter has been forwarded to rule 

development staff so they can contact you directly regarding your concerns. 

 



 

 

 


