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Bary . Wallerstein, I, Bie., Executive Officer
South Coast A Qualisy Manzgément Distriet
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA 917654182

i

Dear Dr, Wallerstein:

The City of Los Angeles {Ciiy’ has rve.vmwed the: Draft ng;:am E‘w:.mnmenral Aggesement {PE&) fbx the

Proposed Flest Rudes and Related Rule Amendments and is pleased to provide the South Coast Air .

Quality Management District (District) with our commeits on the document. The City of Los ﬁngeles
_has not taken 3 position on the propescd flect rles, and-is providing these commments in cur role a8 4 -

tesponsible agency under the Califemia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Responsible agencies ?-‘ﬂl

be requited to consider the environmente] sffects of any proposed actjon stemming from the rdes.

| Therafors, it 7s vital that the PBA provide adequate infermation te aliow the public and decision-makers
o fully understand the implicstions of propesed actions. In that regard, as we-describe in our

below and in fhe atteched Technical Comments, we would request ihat the dedtument be revised in the-

Tirllowing ways: ) {

- the pntmhaf impacts o the pmwsmcn of publis services shouid address sunitation, street sweeping
and rapaiz, utilty, and mansit services since these public smna:a are directly affected by the pmpm:ed
nifes and have-not been inciuded in the PEA;

- the potestial impacts on poblic health and safety fiom significantty ncreasing the use of ga.smus fueis
shentld be Tevised to reflect the potential hazards that such firels may pose;

- the potential impacts on land use from the siting and construction of new alicznative fucl
infrastruchre should be addressed 53 that Iocal Jand vee authunnes guct as the City of Los ﬁngelea
can ise the FEA to infoam fand wse decisions,

- the alternatives analysis should comsider the reasonsble and feasible alternatives that the City
suzeested in onr comuments on the Notice of Preparation (NOF), such ag an slternanive that wouldrely
on 2 voleniery, centive-based program to achieve the project’s gaai:., one that uses a fuel-newtral,
cmissions-based approack, and one that would exiend the nule to all flects, public and private; ami

- the analysis of cunmlative impdets shoutd be tevised to consider the propossd fleet rules in the :

broader context of actions by the California Air Respurces Board apd the 118, Envirenmettal

Protection Agency (EPA) relative to vehicles, engines, and reformulated and alternative foels. |

[ We lonk forward 1o wnﬂ:mcr with the Digtriet to improve the FEA so that it ¢an be used by the D1srrm

and respomsible ageneies (o mf-::rm the decision-making process.

e
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Akl = b

The Ciny s concerned that the potential Jmpac’ts on the pi‘ﬂ\"lS:lW]. of public scrvices have nol been

adequately addressed in the PEA. Tn vonsidering public service impacts, the PEA agsesses impacts n'n _

schools, polics, and fire services, However, given that these rulés are directly targeted.w public agedeies

" and that public agencies provide a wide variety of public services, the PEA should have assessed the:

|_potential inpacts of the proposed flest rules on all public services, including the impact on sanitation,
atveet sweeping and mepain, water and clectricity services; transit and others. Since the PEA acknmuleﬂgea

‘that compressed natural gas vehicles have reduced payload capaeity apd range and are less reliable ﬂ:mn

_::Dnvenn:rnali}r—fuﬁlﬁd vehicies, inefficiencies in the provisien of vim] municipal services wimfd r-zsulz

[ framn conversion of flect vehicles to this and other slternative fuels, In =ddition, the conversion to i

afternadive fuel fleets fs more cxpensive than m:mnumg 1o purchase conventionalfy fiéled vehicles, |

resuliing in incressed costs to government agencles thai could potentizily vesult in & reduction of 5:115[::&5 E

| andfor financial trmpaets 1w residents. These potentially sipnificant impacts must be analvzed and 1.

[ appropriste miitigation measnics must be jneluded in the Environmental Assessment, -3

Publis Health and Safety (Hazards)
The City is also coneemned that the potential hazards of trensporting, storing, dispensing, and ESINE E
- gasegus fucls have not been fully or adequately addressed in the PEA. The PEA's conclusicn that thl:
public health and safety concems associated with clean fuels will be the same or less than those of ‘:
conventipmy] fivels is nnmbstantated by the evidence. The Distriet must {firily and comprehensively

- Laddress the public health and <afety concerns assaciated with large seale implementation of gaseous fiels

[In order to igentify and mitizate the significant hazardous mmpacts that thege fucls shay pose. The ﬁmﬁt
step in this process would be for the Distriet to mect with emergency response personnel, as the City has
previowsly recommended. The City would alsd recommend the creation of a Balfety Task Force i
comprised of fire safety and risk management perscunel who can develop safety prosedures, tmmmg,and
| majntenance protocols, and respander puidelines for the use of pacesrs fire] infrasimectura and vehiclss,

]
Land Use ' :
(A the PEA clearly demonstrates, the construction of Rieling infrastrocture ml! result in A varety of
environrpental imnacts. Unformimately, the PEA dees not inzlide Land Use impacts among those
anticipated, reasoning that construciion of new fueling infragtrucnure will either ocovr at existing
mpintenance and fueling facilities or &t sites that are currently zoned for such wses, As a responsible i
agency, the €ty wilk e required to use the FEA to inform any land use decisions stemming from the
propozed rules. Therefore, the potential thar future fueling infrastructure develapment could eccur in
areas that ate not currently zoged for sush fawlities or 10 areas adjacent to residential or other N
| ncompatible vses could result land use impacts that the PEA should ideniify and mitigate as nmsa:ir

- Aﬂiﬁtiﬂnaﬂy, physical constraints af some facilities could Kmit the abifity to arcommadars the ad&nonai

fueling infrastrueture or additional vehicles that may ha required to overcome payload Iosses, pasmnii'
necessitating the expansion of fleet vards to adjacent properties or new sites. o the case of sanitation]
[vehicies, the siting of expanded or new facilities is gensrally difficult and enndd also vesult in land use
| impacts. Also. the poterial hazirds associated with gaseous fubls could alsa result in land gze tmpav:ts

" [Trom the siting of fueling infrastrocture. If the PEA iz foserve as a programmatic CEQA document which

responsible agencics can use or fem which they can der their projects, the District must asseas the
potential for jand use impacts Iesultmg from the proposed fleet rules and identify and m.:hgs.te B0y

sig:uﬁcant ]IIIPCBCIS ikat may QCOHT

[ YT ST S
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Alrernatives Analysis
The PEA has rejected the alf:ematwes to fhe profect Suggﬁtod in'the City s vomement jetter on the Nuﬁmr.e
‘of Preparation (NOP). The City belioves that the alternatives requested could feasibly and effac:.t’-fﬂlj_-'
mest the project’s objectives and would provide for informed decision-making by the Distlet and
| responsible agencies threwgh the disclosure of impacts avseciated with a range of project a!tem&’ﬁ’"«'&i;.

_Voluary, Facenive-Baged Program — In oor commenis ok the NOP, the City had recomamenidaed ﬁhét' the
Diistriet an alternative approsch be included jor sseessment in the PEA (hat woudd have relied on the -
creation of incenfives to achiewve ghe District's goals. The PEA’s response to this recerntnendation was
the District had “no jurisdictional sutherity to suthenze or fund additiona] programs” and that ¥a

alrsrnaiive bas been refected by the Distriet. We would request that the District re-evalumic the broad
anthiarity provided 1o it under the Health and Safety Code and review State authority to determning <
whether an incentive-based altsrative could feasibly meet the District's objectives. The District appears
e by had such Broad authority in the past when developing and implementing the market-baved

[ Fuel-Neutral, Entissions-Based Progrant - The City had retummmde.d fhat an alternative that uses a.fu:l-
newral, emissiond-hased approach to achicving the projest’s objectives be assczsed in the FEA. In -
response, the District has indieated that the rules have incorporated a fusl-neutral approsch “to a certain
extenl™ and et it some of the rules “thers is an elament of fis] neutrality,” Assessing a fuel—ncutml,
emissions-based altemnative that fully and sompletely adopied the fael-neutral concept would altow .
decizgion-rakers and the public to undarstand the tmplﬂmmns and benefies of the proposed ﬂcctm]gs and
| should be incleded in & revized PEA,

AH Floets Aftermative - Given that the PEA indicates that public sector fleet vehicles represent one-
quarter of the fleet vehicles in the basin, extending the rules to all fieets, public 2nd privats, could |
potentiaily tple the benefits of the proposed rules. Howegver, the FEA inspprapriately screens sut frhn:l
further analysis this alternative on the basis that the District does not have sufficient steff resourees. The
Distriet Bas indidated both, in the PEA, and in public comments that they intend te extend these rules th the
private seotor in the fatore and the PEA i meatit to serve a5 2 programmmatic document tiat evaluatesall
kmown futere actions sezmnmming from the rles. Therefore, the pcrt:ntml ]:H;ncﬂts and impacts of appl:m:rg
t;he, fleat mles to the pnvate se.c'fnr ST Ba -.w:a]uated_ ;
Ecenomis and Sosial ImEa_:; ' ' ’ ) ST

The PEA conciudes that the proposed res will not result in any dirget economis and social impacts,
referring the reader to the fortheoming Soriceconomie Impact Repart for & complete diseussion of sm:h
155085, Al commented sbove, the propoged fleet rdes ragy result i sipnificart costs-to g{:rvcm]mm '
agencies, prtentially resntting in the diversion rescuress from giher programs o in the raising of fees: ‘on

| the pubiic to sccommodats these adititional costs. Thess potantizl impacts 1o public services should be
[addressed in the PEA. Additionally, the District’s inabillty to provide the Socioeconomic Report for !
Teview fa conjunction with the PEA has resuited in a public review prozess that bas been incontplets and
disjointed. By bifurcating the envitopmeatal and sociccconomic analyees in this way, the District has
commited a disservice to the public and decision-maker: seeking t¢ understand the full u‘npllca’ﬂdns of

fpecific Anslysis for Each Rule
|'B;-,r dggregating the rules together for purposes of analysis, the PEA, daes not allow the public, the

Pk g bt e epe et s

voluntery incentive-baged progem is oot sonsidered a true abternative,” The City [s disappointed ti:at thiz
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tepulated cormmuniy, or decision-makers to understand the impacts and benefits of cach of the propdsed
ules on an individual basis, CEQA roquires that programnatic environmenizl asstssments provide
sufficient detail to assess individual projects on their own merits, otherwise focuzsed aseasements are be
requirsd for individual project approval, Theeefore, in order to pravide full and somplete disclosure and

| 'of each mole individually as well az in the a,ggregate.

The City apprecigtes your consideration of these cumm:u!x'and congerns. I light of the siguiﬁca.nr
changes and additienal analyses eequired in the PEA 0 prodiuce a document that can be used by fhe’
Dasteict and responsible agencies o infonmn tielr decision-making processes, the District must ravise apd
pg-ciroudate the decoment for additional public review. Such additional review should cofneide with the

_the benafits, ¥mpacts, and costs associated with ibe proposed Tules. Tn this way, the Fipal Program -

d&cmm—makers as ﬂ:v:}r consider the proposed flect rules.

Very truly yaurs,- - ' . T
/@W@aﬁg B it
Ronald ¥. Deaton 0 Lillien Eavwasaki p
Chief Tegislative Analyat - Environmental Affairs Depariment

arachment . . . P

in order v sdequately inform the decision-making feoesess, the FEA must detatl the Jmpacfs and hmeﬁ:s

public review of the fortheoming Seticeconomic Repart to provide a fall and complete uuderﬁtandiqg of

Environmental Assessment can adequately inform and enfighten the priblic, the regu!ated cqmmumq.g and
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: TECANICAL COMMENTS
DRAFT PEA OF PROPOSED FLEET RULES & AM.ENDBIE"FI‘S

Comments 'm Califernia Edvironmentsl Qoality Act (CEQA) Process -
Az a responzible agency under CEQA and in following the process for respansiule agenties
(CCR 15096(d)), the City of Los Angeles has conchuded that the "Draft Program Envirommental
1-22 | Assesament for Proposed Flest Velicke Rutes and Related Amendments® (DPEA) does ot meet
the Standands of Adequasy of an EIR (FRC 21083, CCR 13151). Therefore, the DFEA mustbe
revised 0 address these inadequacies end be zecircalated prior fo certification bythn: Gmmmg
| Board in accordance with CCR. 15088.5(2)(4).

g defined nnder CCR 151 21(2), "An ElR is an infnmaﬁona] decument whish will inform

& praject, identify possible ways to minimize the significant cffects, and describe reasonable t
altermatives to the project.” The subjest DEEA fuils to assess feasible alternatives recommended
by-the City in our response o the Nuotiee of Preparation (CCR 15126(d){2)) apd Fails 1 address

1-23 "DPEA also fails to address potential ateas of significant direct wnd indizect impacts from the
effbats of the proposed fleet nides an land wss, public sexvices, #nd public safety. Finally, runch
of the infortmation fnelzded in the PFEA does not provide e balanced view of tha steas of
disagredment. Additionally, the faiture ofthe DPEA to summarize the main points of
disagreoment {CCR. 15151y identified thuevsh the rule workshap and task foree process i3
contrary to the requiremants of CEQA ard contrary to-promoting an informed public and

| informed decision- makmg

[ The City of Los Angeles will e:-.’pand omn the spmﬁu tzeues whete we believs the dcucmnent:s
1-24  |ipadequate in the comments below, Which follow the jormat of the DPEA. Due to the :
incompleteness of the analysis, the City may provide eddifonsl comments o the DPEA.

Chapter 1 - Eﬂc{mﬁ: SUMMARY

[ California Eavironmental Qual:ty Act - Type of Envirowmentat Asséssment

The City zpprecizies and understands the additional ﬂﬁ‘xj.bllﬂj" ipherent in a Program EIR, m:u:l
supports the SCAQMDYs sclection of this epvirenmental review process. However, the )
additional flexibility also creates special responsibilities to emsurs that the public and degigon

1-25 makers are fully informed. The DPEA showld be revized t ad@ezs all of the inadsquacies of the

docurnent, or desailed project Environmental Assessments that address the madaquacies cliibe
analysis should be prepared for each individual ruie and submitted for public review and
- |cornmattt, .

Intended Uses of the Decament

The SCACGMI has mdicated that lecal public agencies rnay ral:.' o the Tiraft FEA forma}ung
1-26 |'end usc and planning decisions related to the proposed rules. Rowever, the SCAQMD did not-
aseess polental land usa snd planning impacts of the proposed projest because it was 2ssumed .
that exigting refueling and maintenance facilities woudd be capabie of being converted to

1 ' . ' : 4125100

public gzency decizien-makers and the public gensrally of the siznificant envirormuental effect of

and include all foresecable actions in the No Project altermative (CCR, 15126(d)(4)). The subjeet
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alternative fiel infiastrwcturs, The siting of slternative fuel sites ey requite zoning aad land
use changes to comply with the requirenents of the proposed mles, as not all sites are
appropriste for alternative fuels and additional property may need 1o he acquired to meet the
roquirernents of the propesed fleet niles. Purther, the City is concerned that the potential direct
Cend indirsct impasts the proposed rules would have on public services have not been adsypatsly
[evaluated or comsidered. Finally, the potential increased hesith and safety Impacts t6 public and
| emergehcy persommel associabed with the expediious introduction of nanumt gas vehicles and
_infrestronture on a large seale have not been adequately assessed in the DPEA_ By not

addressing the potential rppacts associated with placing additional planning, land wse, public
service, and public safety requircments on the City. the full and potentialty significant impacts
have ot been discivsed the DFEA. Therefore, the DPEA fs inadequate for the SCAQMD's
Intendsd uses of the desument and doss not provide public agencies with tufficient infonmnation
| to make sound policy decistons.

The level of environmental analyses included in the DFEA docs not conform fo SCAQMD's
intended use of the DPEA a5 a tool to facilitate the dectsion making process, The DPEA does )
ot contun gnough detail to determing the impacts and benefits of cach of the proposed rles
flegt mules and amendments. The Jack of cost inforrmation makes it impozsible to determine the
cost-effectiveness of the preposed rales and to assess the public scrvice fmpacts and, therefore,
impedes informed decision making. Accordingly, the DPEA, in jts ewrent fomm ¢annot be used
Ho support congideration by the Governing Bowd of responsible agencics for feet rube adoption,.
Therefore the City recommends that mule specific analysis be provided in the recirculated DPEA
or in subsequent peaject specific DEAS in order to ailow for meaningfinl public participation in,

[ the e developnreit process and fnformed decision-making, . .

Chaptey 2 - PROTECT DESCRIFTION

SCAQNIE'S Multiple Air Toxics Exposure (MATES II) Study

In addreesing toxic entission levels in the Bastn, the SCAQMD has used the Hndings of the
Multiple Air Toxies Bapesurs Stady (MATES) IT e illustrate thet motor vehicles and other
racbife sourees are the predominant samce of cancer-cansing air pollutants in the Basin. As
commented on e MATES I Study, the City requests that die nneertainties associated with the
MATES Il nzed be fully disclosed, explained, and documented-in the Draft PEA, and the health
ik implications asseciated with the assumplions be discussed. In light of the revent submission
ol copmnents from severdl members of the Atr Tomie Study Technical Review (*Technical
‘Respopses to de Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study - IT, Final Repart” SCAGMD Agends Tem

| #18, April 21, 2000), the uncertainties associased with the study must be dedribed i a TuaGmer

that provides the public and desision malers with 5 good understanding of the nneertainties and
| their implications. ; : o

I addition to disclosing treuncertainties of the MATES 1T, study the SCACMD should include
a discussion on other diesel air toxio studies and air toxic reduction efforts curcently underway in

| thesecirculated TPEA, including 2 discussion of the 199% Health Effects Institute study, an
update of the U5 EPA efforts, aud the Califumia Air Resvnaces Board Nesds Aesessrment for
Diceel Alr Toxies. A complete diseusdion js necessary to promote an informed public and
informed degision making L

2 415800
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_Statmtory Antherity

The SCACMID s rebying upon autharity mrasred under the Ca.hﬁ:rma Health and Safety Code
{TE&SC) S40447.5 b0 sslzblish a methaned squivalent Tequitement when replacing yehicles with
afrexnanive fuel vehicles. Specifically, engines must be centified to the PM and MOk exhmise
emdssion standards 28 8 methanol-fucled enpine or better. The preposed rles arc being
promzated to reduce both eriteria and toxdc sir pollutants on the basis of “methanol

" equivalency™ which ths SCAQMD has not defined in terms that can be measred for
compliance. The City requests thag the SCAQMD pmﬂde aclear defimition of “methanol
cquwslency’ in the rcmrculamd DPFEA. _

Addltxmlall}'. the underlsiag prowmml of HESC §-‘4EI4'47 5 indicates that the SEAQZI.H’.D

must ke inte account sconomis, environmental, sociel, and technological fiotors, Based on the
tack of socioeeonemic analysis to date for the moposed project, the lack of technica] faasibility
analyzes for the various techoologies proposed, and incomplete desetiptions and staff reports S
poposed ndes 1192-1108, 1186.1, and amendments (o Rule 431.2, the SCAQMD has not

| fulfilted Heir statutory authority fnr:mp]m::nmnn of the propos=d mlez.

_Project Objecives

The ohjsctive of reducing cviteria and toxde ait pollatants in the Basin is shared by the City. In
particnlar, the City firlly supports the SCAQMD's Ewvirermental Justics Initiative #7, which
seeks fo "oreate incentives o clean-up or remove dicss] angines in the baain” To this end, the
City has taken many actions fo increase the use of alternative fuel vehicles within vur flee: and
| among City contractars in a feagible and cost-sffective manner,

Another project objective of the proposed rules iz o increase the availabiiity of funding for
alieroetive clean-fieled vehicle technology and infrasimuctuge projects, The City had
reconpgended in our NOP comments (Appeadix O} that & volumtary incentive-based grograra be
eemstdered as an alternative 16 the peoposed repulatary appraach. In rejecting the altemative
(SCAQAMD #1-14), the SCAQMD indiated that they have Ao authority 1o authorize or fund
additional programs bevond those in which it is already mivolved, However, H&ESC 5404485
gives the SCAQMD subetantial autherity to create, soek fanding, 3nd adwrindster non-resnlatory
clean-fucl programs and should Tave bren assessed in the DPEA. Adcordingly, the City believes
rejection of this alternative is inconsistent with the project objective and shoald be cvaluated in -
the Tecroated DPFEA. More ioportantdy, the Clty requests that the SCACMD sives ssrious
eonsideration on the means to provide adequates funding ineluding the use of current SLAQMD

ﬁmdm_,aourm

T‘ne City 15 conearned that in the DPEA, the EC&QI\-SID idemtifizs technoloates that aohieve
cmission medvetions similar to thoss proposed rules, but then f0lE to evaluate or assess thoss
techoologies as altcrnatives (o the proposed flect nides. As ap example, according to the
imformation in the DFEA, particulate traps with low sulfir diesei fiels are eapable of exceeding
{and for the CARRB Urban Bus Rule, ave expected to exceed) the “methanol sqnivalency™ exiteria
of the proposed rules. Therafore, not including the use of these kechnologies hecaise of tack of
certification by CARE does ngt alfow the public and decision makers the upportunity to cvaluate

i 4725/

implement this statue "to’the meximum exwent feasible.” According to PRC 21061.1, feasibiliny
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teasible alternatives that could meet profect objestives. Remewable fuels, early introduction of
fuel cells, cleaner conventional fitels, along with the techmologies already included need to be
provided in the recirenlated DEEA. Such evaluating should fnclude a discwssion of the fme
horizon sech technologics are anticipated to be available for commercial application, inclading
CARE ceptification, and the emission benefitsfimpacts associated with those fmplementation
sciredules. Only with such information cay the bepefits of the verious technalogivs be evaiuated
m light of the potential environmental impacts assocjated with each of the technelogiss.

[ The ity supports the SCAQMDY's objective of mducing criteria and toxic 2t polhatants, but
believes targeling governmend and speifte public-service private fleets s inconaistant with and:
may dreit the SCAQMD's abilicy to fully echieve all the profect objectives, To better mderstand
the benefits and fmpacts of regnlating peblic Seets versus all fleets, the City specifically
requested that ail publéc utilities, fiel providers and private fleets bs considered equallyunder -
the proposed fleet reles, However, tas City's request to cvaluate ag “All Fleets Altampative™ was

-| rejected a= nfeasible due to lack of staff rescimess. Yet, the SCACMD has also stated that they

micnd v consider such an allemative in the fotury, indicating the altepative is feasible apd the

acton foresesable. The SCAQMD affers no impact or feasibility discussions on ihe alternative |

to justify excleding commereial flests flom the proposed project, even thowgh am A0 Flests
Alvernative” would be expacted 1o resubt in mnore beedite than the proposed projest and better
meet the project objectives. Simee there were no significant impacts found in DPEA for public
[fieets, thers s 0o basis o assuons there would be frfpacts from private fleets meeting the same

[Eitetia or agsimnptions as those of public Hects. Finally, resoures requirernents could be reduced

if vepularion, of beth public and private fleets of larger sizes feg. > 100 vehicled) were
investigated, versng all public fleets of 15 vehicles or more. An arscssment ufthls altenative
ozt be incinded in the recmidated DPE..-L

Froject Description

The City tafoers jesne with the adequacy of the public process to date, in light of the aon-
responsivencss of the SCACMD comments on the NOP {attached): Considered review has hesp,
impeded by the SCAQMI: failing to provide documents for thmely review and comment,
eapeeisly the Sacioccmomic Analysis. T fast, ag this is baing drafied, the Sociosconomic
Analysis is stli not available. With the modest benefits of this proposal, the eost factors have
enven greater importance for informed dectsion waking, In addition, funding requivements for
pmposed fleet rale fmplemeneation by Jocal governments have a direct ralatonship 1o public
service impacts that must be assessed in the DPEA. Thersfove, the DPEA and the

| Sacioeconomic Analysis are ingxtricably linked and shonld undeggo coneurTent review.

[ PR 1191~ Clean On-Road Light- and Medium-Daty Fleet Vehicles

From the analysis in the DPEA, it is not possible to determine the specific .mapam; and hapefits
| of Proposed Rule' | 191, except to note that the avpected benefits of the PR 1191 are minor.

. 'l'hg assessment of ght- and medjum- duly vehicles included in the DPEA is flawed by lack of

comnparizon with existing regielations (CARE LEV I which would provide some context to
evalrate the impacts and benefits of the propased fleet rales. The 2zsetsment does ot Inclede
the existing alfernative fiteled snd low emitting vehicles curently inuse in effected Sests (Tabla
4.2}, nor does it inelude apy future purchases of low smitting and altemative fieled vehicles by

4 ' A 25500
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1-43
cont.

1-44

1-45

1-46

1-47

148

‘effected fleats that would occer under existing policies and programs, Sinces the ESSUIMpPHONS 011

the baseline are suspect and metheds to clenlate ernission banefits for this rule are abzent, the

| ity suggests the methods and assumptions be olewly dizelesed in the regironiated DEEA.

[ The DEEA must evaluate the hnpact of adminisrative record Keeping wnd Toporting associated

with the role. In the 1997 Air Quality Mansgoment Flan (AQME), the SCAQMD removed
seversl control measwres included in the 1994 AQMP dus w© significant sdministrative burdens
associated with the rales, in Hight of the minimal air quality benefits achieved by the rules. The
DPEA fails to evaluate the impaets. of record keeping and reporling on the regulated community,
thexgby precluding decigion makers from vonsidening such impacts within the context of overtap
with CARE vepulatory programs. The adfitionad failure to tonsider the record Yseping burden in
Hght of the Ininitual benetits of proposed Rule 1191; docs.not atlow decision. make:s i balance
thcse Issues a5 was done for the AQMP measures,

The DPEA does not ¢valuste the impacts o pubilic services resu]h'ng from the authority propnsed
to be granted to the Execulive Offfcer ta appeove City vehicle purchases.- This rule prevision

has the potential to be iime consoming, inefiicient, snd could peteniially result it impacts on
providing public scrvices. Our cxiteria are based on providing the best possible sarvics to our
citizens in an environmentally sensifive manner, with the mavimum efficiency and the lowest
coul 30 the public, and placing thoss vehicles into servics a5 quackly and consistentty as possibie.
The DPEA should evalvate the impacs of such a policy of providing SCAGMD aversight.of
vehivle parchases based upon air quality o5 the critaria, o public services and provide
appmpz‘:.a:& mitigations o yohuimize m:pacts o puh]m BOTVICES,

The credltpmgmu pmpc-sad by the SCAQMD was not assessed in the DPEA, The SCAQW
sheuld provide an anakysis of the impacts of hnplementing the credit program in the recirculated
DPEA. The SCAQMD thould justify why oniy altemative fuzled SULEY and ULEY vehicles
axe eligible for credit programs uoder ths proposed rules, Fundamentaily, the objective of
reducing criteria and air wxic emissions should e the highest priority of the rule, any technology

that meets those smission based goals should be songidered cqually wader the wle.

[ Additional information on: the stst of implementation; the benefits of existing wse of Atemnative

fuel and low emission vehicles: and the benefits of the continuing mplementation of existing
prolicies wad prodraime b increass the wee of affernative fualed apd Iow emission vehiclcs is

necded to allow thorough cvaluation of the potential iropacts of the e,

PR 1192 - Clean Ou-Road Transit Buses

The Ievel of analysis in the DPEA, is inadequate foi the City to comment meprinefully on the
impacis and benefits of the nle. Although, the City requested a comparizon of the benefits of
Proposed Rule 1182 with the CARE Urhan Bus Bule, that commparizon has not been proviged.
Alternative B does not allow resolution of this guestion sinee all other 1uls ¢ mapact and benefits
e As0 Inchuded in the altematiwe, Thiz lack of analysis to allow mesningfu) review of the
specific clerments of the alternahve and proposed nles is a scrious deficiancy voder CEQA,
which the SCACQMI must correct in the re-ciroulated DFEA. In addition, such an analysis is
Decessary b enswes that proposed nule 1)92 is not duplicative or incansistent with CARB's -

| Urban Bas Ruke

s - 4725700
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N A5 commented sbove, the City s concerned that in the DPEA, the SCAQMD 1dentifies

' teatmolopies that achieve arissian redustions simitar to those of the proposed mules, bur then
Hls to evaluate ar assess these lechiologies as eiternatives 10 the proposed fleet rlas,
Reneveable fuels, sarly inroduction of firel ¢ells, dze of hybrid electric buses, and clean-diesct
trchnologies, along with an objective evaluation of the techaotogies aveady meluded in :
1-49 | proposed Rule 1192, need to be provided in the recireniated DPES. The evaluation shonld
include o discnasion of the fime hetizon for each fechoology becoming cormmercially available,
inchuding CARE certification, and the emission benefitsfimpasts associated with those
implementation schedules. Omnly with tkis information can the benefits of the varioug
technoloeies be weighed in Hight of the potentisl epvironmental impacts and costs sssoc:aibd

| #rith each of the tmhnalogzm .

PR 11453 -Clean On-Road Rxsidential énd Coimunercial Refuse Coilection Vehicles
The DPEA, does pot contain sofficient laformation on the impacte/benefite of implenenting this
nule. Further, the DFEA fail to address the poblie service aspects of this male. The City hes -
previousky commented that the transition to alternative feled refuse eollection vehicles may
1estlt in adverse signifivant operational changas from ihe decreazed range, payload, and .
1-50 | seliability of alternativs feled vehicles and infrastracture. The ueed & have additional trucks
and additionz] faching trips gy extend the hours of refiuse collection and may require significant
modifications 1o sument collection schednles, Increase overall vehicle miles raveled (YMT) for
Cm_.r refuse collection services, and fncrease City .staffnecessary o provide the cwrent level of
SE'I.'V].-CE.

'J.'he SCAGMIY has fziled to provide the econormic an-alysis tor determine i smplementation of the
propoged Rule 1193 s costcffective, feasible and to assfat in evalnating impascts to public
services assocfabed with fimding needs. The atizched preliminary cost anadysis shows thé cost of
implernenting the proposal would be in the range of teng of millions of dellars a year beyond the
1-51 |cost of current opersifoas. To fund such significant increasss in costs of refuse eollection
aszociated with Bule 1133 onplementation, zovernmental agenties wonild divert fscal mosourses
from other less cssential shid nen-legally mandated programs or incresse foes te weidents, These
potentialty sigpmificant Tmpacts nowst be analyzed in the recirculated DFEA, spd appropriate

| mitigabion meesss ldmuﬁﬂd_

m DEEA aclmowledgen, Tt fails wo provide any ostimate of f1# additional fireling wips that
woniid be required dur to the lower energy content of the alteshative fusls, The City has .
previeusly commented that the DPEA needs to consider the additional vehicles (estimated at 7-
10%4) necessary to provide the same level of service reselting from reductions n paylead
capacity and range. 1o addition, ingreascs in worker trips wonld be experienced, a2 additopal
stafFoeould be vaquired to diive mmd maintain the addittonal altcmative fheled vehicles required.
1-52 | The increase in VMT assaciated with alternative fueled refiese truck fleet js anticipated to reduce
the cmission benefits of the propesed Rule 1193, The City has repeatedly requested in the Bule
1193 working group that the emissions associated with a tefuze collestion routes naing & diese]
fleat and a shernative fusled floet be calenfated 1o give 2 direct comparison of emizsions
associated with mefise collachon, Assessing emission benafits on a per-mile basie is
Inappropriats in light of the significant ghaoges ta refige colleciion procodures ase,qmamd with
alb:mauv& fireled fleel operations.

5 Ar3s00
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1-54

1-55

1-56

1-57

1-58

1-59
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Consistent with previous somments, the City request that the emission benefits specific to
propozed Rule 1193 be clearty presented in the mecirsulated DPEA. In addition, the methadelogy
and asswgrpeions used to generate the emission estimares for proposed Eaule 1193 need to ba
slearly presemted 2ind disclosed for public review and comment, ;

PR 1194 - Commierelal Airport Ground Access

PR 1196 - Clean On-Road Heavy-Daty Public Flest Vehicles

PR 11861 - Altermative Fugd Sweepers

Speciffe informeatien on thesge propesed niles is msaffctent, aud therefore, meaningfu) feview

time. Clonsistent with previous coppments, the Ciry reqiests that ones the Tule pammeters are
defined, the emisdion benefits spevific to sach of the proposed rales (1194, 1196, and 1186.1 be
clearly presented and rule impacts appropnistely assessed in the DEBA. Impact assessments
must inchads impacts to publie services. The City will provide comments on this proposed rul:

| i the recircutated DFEA, and subsequent rule develnpmcnt

PR 1186.1 - Alternative Fue) Sweepers

Lizany of the issucs associafed with proposed Ruile 1196.1 ate of similar concesn as thoge
expessed by the City in our comments on Enle 1184, and are artached for vour guidance in

| developing proposed rule 1186.1.

_PAR 431.2 - Sulfor Content of Lignid ¥aels

[ The inclusion of this rile is unclear in the context of the DPEA, sinee the SCAQMD has
2etermined that Clean THese] technnlopies are not available and are not consideted in the
aralysts of bensfits. Futhir, we can find no anal:.rsm of the impleroentation and benedits of
zanended rele in the DEEA. In the recireutated DPEA the BCAQMD miust discoss the pu:pme,
| benetits, and impacts of tis ruls,

_Rufe Adoption Schedule !
As previously indicated, the City rtqwested that the SCAQMD assess an M A1l Heels Mt:matm:"
in the DFEA. The SCAGQMD indicated that thepe were Insufficient stoff resources to evaloats
thiz ahternative within the mle adoption timeframe apd theecfore, this alternative was not
constdered 1o be feasible. At the seme tire, the SCAQMD has indicated thet fhe sxact schaduls
by which the various proposed mwles will be heard by the Goverping Boand iz “Hentsfve af this:
time" snd dependz on “reaslition of varions fssues.” Thizinconsistensy most be clarified as it
decs net provide the public and dmman«mﬂkcrs with 2]l diselasurs of possible feasible

| alleznatives.

_Alr Quality Benefifs Estinare

Thiz 2échon appears 1o be facorect(y 1abeled_ The bullsts aﬂﬂress the reasons suppcrmug
promtilzation of the roles, but not how the benefits were actually estmated. MNore of the-
underlying assumptioos nsed e pm-dl.t-ce Tahfes 2-1 and 2-2 are include in the biilet hs,t

| Comments om the brdlet 1 fterns, fc-]lurw

« While the City agrees Gt mohile source emission must be significantly reduced to

mect federal and stote ambient air ;mndards, ﬂl_a SCAOMD fails 1o inelude the CARR.

7 - 425160

and coramenits on the adequacy of the DPEA assessnent of these rules cannot be provided at this -
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; cont.

1-60

1-61

1-62

1-63

1-64

1-65

" This deficiency must be corrected it the rmculamd LPEA,

and EPA meagyes that ave befng developed to address mobile source reductions P
neaded for attnioment, apd included jo the recently approved, 1999 revisions io the) -
1997 State Emplementation Plan, In the recirenlersd DPEA, the SCAQMD should:
provids a discussion of the ¢mission stamdards and inclads these standands in the
devcloprasnt of the *MNo Project Alternative." :

Fublie private parmerships are esséntial to develop the ne-ceesa:}rmﬁ'astmcm tl:l
support alternstive fiiel vehicles, Althouzh govcrnment fleats are 25% of the ﬂeet
wehtches, they may also he the fleets that have done the most to implement Glean-fqe]-
programs. The City is disappointed that the SCAQMD has failed to include the
leadership efforts of many public fleets by ignaring the clean-fuel programs and |
alterpative fizel vehicles already in place in the paakysis of benefits, As comments]
previously, the T5% of flests thet axe private may offer the greatest sourcs of P
emizsion benefits and support for additional infrastructure development. In addindgm,
Tesclres rennirements could be redbced if regulaﬁcm of public and privete feets of .
larger sizes wers evaluated, versis restricting the anslysis to public fects of 15 -
wehicles ormoere. Intlnsion of private flects info the evaluation of the proposad ﬂeet
rules,andthnassnmauon impasts, 16 essential to informed dbmsaern makiog. i

Flmding programs are generally ondy available for projects net otherwise raquitad E}'

-regnlation. As commented on the NOP, the City is concerned that the proponed flest.

ules will result in cffected fleets being ineligible for exizting funding programs. |
Additionally, it has been our experience with the Cad Moyer Frogram and the MSRC
that, becauss of thelr epezational chetacteristics, privats fleets tend to be mors cogt:
effective than public floets, making them more Hkely to obtain funding under these’
programs. Finally, thesc programs do not have adequate funding to supooit the |
curtent vohwtary applicants, sueh less the ﬂsr:ts cffected under the proposed l'-.!l-&e

Centralized fueling is move ikely 2 function of flest size and operations, I:hmwhcti;qr

a fleet is government or privately owned. Furiher, imclusion of private fleets could:

" help 1o establish fhe necessary volumes for cost-effective development of shemative

fitel infrastroetuve. Since the SCAQMD rejected the “All Fleats Alternative," tharms_
no mbrmation available for the public and decision-makers to evaluate this issue. :
Eaply comrmitamentt to existing allemanvc fizel mﬁasm.mm may cocumber re&nmces .
that will make wrapsition to futire technologies more difficult. The sseumption that!
butlding natural gas infrasrueture will allow trensit aremicies to more smoothly : '
tremzition 1o finel ceil technology is net congistent with the DPEA's discassion that .
therc may be several paths for the development of fuel cells (pg, 3-67). .
" .
The fact that clean diess] technolopies may not be applieabls ta older dn't}r" vehicles,
is nat relevant since the appropriate comparison is betwesn new teckmologies and the

" proposed fleet rules, which only address new prechases. The goal showld be to

replace {he older technologies as soon as passible. The SCAQWMD p‘mposal may '
au:mall}f piolong the use of the dirtiest wehicles.

8 ) A5
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1-68
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Mobile Scarce Reglﬂaﬁons
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_Tabhles 2-1 and 2.2 .
Tt is our onderstanding from discussion with staff that the SCAQMD cstimated 2[} LEN veim:.les
for the City of Los Angelea fiests, Applying the E2 eorrection faetor remilts In an estimate of
24,000 wehigles usad for the andysis, Sebzequently, we have provided infurmation that our
ctoTont eh-road inventory is approximately 15,000 vehicles, including police and fire daps:tment
vehicles (appronimately 4,000 vehicles). Thoe, the SCACMD appears to have overestimeted ihe
Clily's Heet by at least 5,000 vehicles and passibly by 13,000 vehicles, additionally, the analy is
did not acoount for oy ¢xisting slermative foefed and fow emitting vehieles, TFthis sgtimate
| indicative of the peneral Dest estimations then the benefits of the rule have been -:wemmatui :

I
[ The assumptions and methods vsed to caleulate the bensfite of the proposed rules are not given
and therafore capnot be revigived for acouracy andfor appropriatencss. Also, there shouldbe & -
compiarisen of the benefits of the mules when cdm.pai’ed 10 CARB's LAV LI requirements for| .
Table 2-1, and the CARR and EPA heavy-duty cogine standards for Table 22, Other issues |
assgciated with this table are that the particulate benefits are based on @mﬂaﬂve teckmalogy |
adopted on the basis of 2 an uncited presentition. This nwadefined natural gas engins fog. E-8)!
may be capgble of cperating at a Ml emission level of 00045 g/bhpaiu, but bas not heen
certified in California and s not currently available for purchase. [lsing this specuiative
techmolozy for caleulating potentia bepefits of the Meet rules is inconsistent with, the Sm@hﬁ]‘s
determination thet it would be faappropriate and speculative to evatuats the potentisl befiefits af
particrlste traps with lower sulfur fitels becanse they are not certified. This inconsistency ras!ilts
In the henefits of the proposed tules being oversstimated and feasible alternatives net heing |
conzidered, More rezlistic comiparizens of futwe hc.a.wrduty technologies and associated :
| crmissions st be mch;dud in the resirenlated DEEA.

As noted above, the SCAQMD has failed to include the Heavy-Duty eugine standards adopted
by CARE and EP'A to be implemented in Cetobey 2002, or the fuure siandardsthat have been| -
proposed by these ageneies o be implemented in 2007, For informel decision meking e
foreceesble implamentation of the heavy-duity standavds, the LEVII standards, and the pakcies ©
| of governtnent and airpon fledts to aequirs Jow emitting and aftetnative foel vehicles mustbe |
[Focluded in the Mo ij:v:t Alternate jn the recitealated DPEA. The following engine standa:d.'l-:
showld be psluded in the asseasment: .

L] USEP."‘L, New Erission Standards for Hesvy-Duty Tiesel Engines Tzed i Trucka
anud Buses, October 1997,

Bl ] _"'

» USEPA, Proposed Ruic - Conirol of Esnissions of Air Pollution frem 2004 and Late
Medel Year Heavy-Duty Highway Engines and Vehicles; Revision of Light-duty
Tk Definition, October 1959,

» CARB, Califerniz Exhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1955 and
Subsequent Model Heavy-Duty Diesel-Engines and Yehicles, amended Febrauny 26,

1509
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1-69 « CARE, Califomis Bxhaust Emission Standards and Test Procedures for 1987 and :

. Subzequent Model Heavy-Duty Dtta—C}fcle Eugm:es and Viehicles, ammdad Febmar}r
- cont. | 26, 1906, -
— CARB‘s Transit Bos Bl

The Ciiy of Los Angeles requested i o comments on the NOP that the SCAOQMD compars the
CARB Urbaa Bus Rale with the SCAQMI's proposel for urban buses, proposed Rule 1152.
Since the SCAQMD fasled 1o provide thar comparison, we would consider the "Alternative Fuel
1-70 Path" 1o be a reasomable surrogate for the proposed Rale 1192, As noted above, CARB's "Diesel
Puth"” appeass fo be superior to the "Alterpate Fuel Path" in repard to partendates, byrcqumng
loweer pammﬂate sindatds for diese! bases in 2002, The SCAQMD shoudd provide this

| comparisen to clarify this lssae for the public and decision makers i in the revirrulated DPEA.

Chapier 3 - EXISTING SETTING |
 Air Quality - i
As previously indieated, there are many uncertsinties azcociated with 'l‘.hl;‘: MATESH study tha;
: should be disclesed, explained, and docgmented, Discussion of 2l relevant sudies (Incladmg

1-71 the 1999 Heslth Effects Institute study), in addition to discnmsion of efforts inderway by CARE,
: TISEPA and cthers, to eddress mabils sonrce emissions must be u_mlud:d in the recirculated.
| DPEA for inforined decision making, : _ L
__Transportation/Circalativn
The Regions] Transportation Plan, prepared by the Southern Californiz Association of :
Governmens (SCAQ 1997) includes objectives of increasing efficiencies and veducing wehiclé
miles traveled. Based on incressed munber of fisling trips, decrassed payload, decreased |
1-72 | aursbility, o addition to contralized fueling and fucl delivery, it is apticipated the VAT for |
effected Aects wowid increase. The SCAQMD must acknewledgs that the proposed feet rlcs
have e potenidal of incoeasing WMT for effected fleets and 253653 those impacts in the H
| recirculated DFEA, ' _ i
__Public Services I

Tn disenssing the public services setting, the SCAQMIY has oaly included schools, law .
caforeement, and fire protection for the discugsion of potentiaf environmenta! impecis and
altermatives. There ate other public services that will be imeacesd by the proposed project such
as refuse collection, strest meitenance and repairn, wiility services, and oublic ranst that should
2150 be included in the analysis, By exclading these types of essential public services, the
1-73 | SCAQMD has not adequately investigated agd discussed the potsntial significant effcots of the
proposed project Additionally, because the SCACMD is promudgating rules that age specific to
the types of vehicles which provide these public services {e.g., fransit buses, refuse collection :
vehicles, sweet swespers), it would be reasonable to nclude these fypes of public services in tHe
| analysis in the recirctdared DPEA.

_Lard Hs&
Rnspm:srble zgeneies will be capesicd to rely cn thiz DFEA for CEQA complistss fi ﬁxelr‘l
1-74 vae, zoning, and praperty acquisifiens decisions, e1e., as 2 resnit of the proposed feet rules,

10 ' 425
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1-74
cont.

1-75

1-76

1-77

1-78

Withour any enalysiz of the issﬁcs, responsible apencies will have to prepare their swn CEQAL
anakysis, resufting in incressed mmd unnecessary itmacis to laeg] govemment fesources. Th:s
|_deficiency must be corrected int the recirculated DEEA.

Ene]gym'lmemi Resonrces - Metlmnnl
There are ne engines available for sale in the State of California that run on mf,thanol or e:thannl
Algn, the SCACMD does not address the long term air toxje aspets of metharn] fiels, focusing
on the acute effects coly. This lack of any real "methane] equivalency” and the lack of 2ny
| discussion ig 4 serious deficiency that must b addressed in the recireulated DPEA, '

_Hazards
The SCAQMD fails to adaquatcly assess the impacts of siting, use, and deployment of farge i
numbers of alternative firelad vehicles inte residentia) areas on public health and safery, The
conclusion that public health concems assosiated with saseous fuels is the same ar less than
those associated with diese] and pasoline is unsubstantiated by the evidence. It iz our :
onderstanding that natarat gas has the highest harsrd ranking (four on 2 scaie-of zero to fine)
given by the Maticonal Fire Proteetion Association, while diese] bas a ranking of two. Recent .
accidents relating ko the use of natural gas as a transportation fuel in Nev York, Clhis, the Los; .
Angeles County Metropolitar Transpotation Anthority, and other areas, considered in .
conjunciion With the significant facility wpgrades (such a5 inoreased ventilation systems, remnval
of open flame heaters, cxiplosion proof elecivicsl sysbems, methane monitoring and alern .
gystems, et} NECESEATY io acconimodats alternetive fueled vebicles and the protective clothing:
regaited when fireling LNG podnt to the potential havards associated with use of grscous fuels.,
The SCAQMD must fully and ceraprehensively investigate, addréss, and miti gate the prubltc
|_health and safety impacis sssociated with alteppative fecl use in fleets,

[ In e City*s MOP comonent lotter, it was suggestﬂd that the SCADMD meet with City Fire |
Depariment offiefdls danng asscssment of prablic bealth and safety issues asscciated with the -
proposed flect nules. As part of the Refuse Trwek Working Orov, the City recommendsd
establistroent of an offastrucinre workgmoup with City participaton to address repair and
mraintenance facility remofits necassary to bring fcilifies wp fo alternative fuel sadery standards
Ttisnow once again suggested that the SCAQMD confer with emergency response petsenmel i
assesgimg the public health and safety npacts of the proposed fleet mies :nd development of |
coat ostimates for allemative fus] intasiacmre. T i§ further recomyendad Mat the SCAQMD
c3tablish 2 Safety Task force comprised of the region’s fire safety and risk management
personnel to develop safity procedurcs, raining, maistenance, mogitorny protecols, and

- | zespomder guidelines for the use of gazeous fuel infrastnicture and vehicles,

Thf: City Fire Depanment has conducted a prelintinary aszessment of wehicle fusls entitied
“Conssquences of Fuel Eraergencies ™ The docement s attached for your information. The
docament should ealy be uttlized in relation to conzequance management of firel emergemeics :
and not a3 a treatise on storage, handling, dispensing, and ransportation of altemative fuels. !

| These faszes would be addressed through the City's Fire Preventice Burean  The “Conseguencés
of Fuel Emergencies™ illustrates that from an emergency responder point of view, gaseous fizcld

are of greater ¢oncern than diesel and gasoline fuels. . !

11 4{25004
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1-83

1-84
1-85
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[ wnite the City belisves that the use of alternative fuels can he made safe with appropriste
avaluauon, phazed integration ot eperations, trainieg, and implementation of appropriake
safegiards. the public health and safety and harzards sasocisted with alternative fuels mst be

| carefubly and comprehensively considersd  Flowever, to date there hag not been 4 thorough

review of the safegvards 20d ralning necessary o safely implement the pmpuse:[ fleet wles amd
|_the draft DPEA fa.t]s () adaquakaiy a.d.dmss these very important 155uUCs. ;

T!:e Californda Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) recertly approved construction of the
Pacific Pipeline, 2 petrolewn produrct pipeline, through Sonthern California. - As part of the
assessment, the CPTRC required extensive emergency servics mitigations, insluding fanding fox
smeTgency Tesponse equipment and fire perserme] trainfng for the verious jurisdiction through
which the pipeline passed, incorporation of state-of-the-art safely and pipsiine monitering
systemns, 20d establishment of @ muli-jurisdiction] Firs Depariment working group. Clearly,
the publi¢ safety impacts assoristed with increased transpért of LNG and TPG fn the South
C'oast Basin, focreased alternarive fucl fusling swtiong fom 47 to in exaess of 300, increased

- ommgher of repair and maintesanes facilities accommodating altermative fieled vehicles, and |
deployment of large sumbers of altermative fiusled vehicles inbo residential areas would be

| expected to heve a potentis] impact on emergency scrvices snd public health @nd safsty.

The: signifieanee of the pubiic health and safety issaes becoms o1 wven groater mpanance when
recopnizing that sertain heavy-duty vehicle applications have specific hazards alrcedy assoeiated
with them. For example rafise trucks cateh fira due to contents lefs in residential trashoans.

Such refuse wuck fres canna? by avoided and abe. curmreotly respondsd o as two alarm fres by
the City's Fire Department. The reciroalated DPEA must consider the parameters and concorms

-| ofihiz unique application. The DPEA makeano atterpt lo evaluate the varions issnes associated
with the heavy-duly applicabons propozed io be regulated and therefore fails to address
potentially significant public health and safety concerns and fdentify appropriate mitigation
MEASUTES, : : '

[ The City specifically requssts thet the SC&QI'-{D inchide as a mitipston peagive for public
health and safety impacts purehase of putable methane sensors for the City's 190 Fire companies
at a tetal extimated cost of $342,000 ££],787 per unit) and emergency personnel training. Such
equipment and tratning is necessary for emergency personne] {4 cxpeditionsly assess the '
situarion, favolving mavwsl gas vohicles rodfor facibities, ey pooleslng Fite TRprment
pegsonnel responding to insidente, ag well az provviding for immediate implementaton of

| meagres appmpﬂata to prokect the public from binzards. :

[ e addition, Ib;& City regquests that the SCAQMD inslude 2 mitigation to increase California
Highrwry Patrol inspections of vehicles transporting faels. Although DOT regiations exist 0
ensure safe transpon of slicrnative fusis such as LG and LPG. it 25 important {0 epgure that
DOT regulations are fellowed. With the increass transport of LG and LPG agsociated with e
proposed fleet riles, mitizations bo ensire safe iransport are wartanted. ,

HESC 540448, gives the SCAGMD anthorty to adopt 2 program of activities for inereasing the
12 of clean-hurning faels and ta seck private-ssotor funding. Such awthority appears to allow
| theuse of finds for sctivities such as funding of mitigation measures necessary and appropriste
|_ facility the use of altemative fuels, In additicn, with the substantial benefTts to be acorued 0

1z . -#zsmn

H-1-16 June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

. 1-85
. cont.

1-86

1-87

1-88

1-89

1-90

1-91

B . . CLO Sk LEHECE B e L

natural gas related husmaem associated with the proposed rule, it wonld seem maasonable z-.nd
ppropriate to-seck funding for mitigation measures from those entifies. :

Chapter 4, ENVIR.DM[ENTAL IMPACTS & MITICATION MEASURES -

il

Inu*ﬂd‘uctlon
The SCAQMD's contention that npaers associated with Rule 1 199,1192 aud 1193 are am:ular 2

those of the other rules does not velieve the SCAQMD ofits obligalion to assess the potential |
tmpar:ts 45 “specifically and comprehensively ag possible” (CCR 15168(e)(5)). This iz espesialiy
lrue since the DPEA dees not disclose that the lnformation necessary to complste these analysks
iz apavailable, In this regard, the DPEA 15 deficient and raust be sorrested and re-aironlated for
public review and :omment poior o considsration of the pmpu&ed Aeat rules by the Guvm:m_ug_

| Board,

_FProposed Fleet ¥Vehiels Upiverse

The SCAQMD appears to have overestimated the number of vehicles in the Cny's on-road ﬂeets
that Would be affected by the proposed fleet rules by at least 9,000 vehicles. Further, jn Table -
2, the inventory dogs not inchude the already existing alternative fucied low emissions vehicled in
the affected fleets. The analysis also dosynot conzider the on-going policies by the City of Los
Angeiles and other agencies to iqrrczse the nse of alternative fucled and low emission vehicles:in
fleets. The current alternative fue] transit bug Moot 6f over tme thousand Bises, which s
approximarely 25% of ail buses in service, were not inclunded in the baseline, resulting in an

| overegtimation of the benefits of the miles. | -

Methanol

A5 disovssed above, the increased nse of mefhanol n the foreseeable fufme is veq.r undilaly. 'I]:Lc
SCALME's assumptions for including methanel in the fimure ifest projoctions iz tywarsnted in
tight of the absencs of my velicles available for purchase, the lack of methano} production, and
the declinitg inadequate infrastrecture (pg. 3-61). Under the ewrent proposals, the introduetion
| of cthanol based technologies and ﬁml blends s less speculative than 2 future role for methanol.

Wxthnut any methanel certified engines and the Jack of auy air texic or emfssion data on these | i
eng,mes other than 0.031 g/bhp-br for particutates, the City would ask the SCACMD to dofine :
“metlranel equivalency” and desribes s publc health benslls. Beotuse of the dependence of’
the: BCAQMD un thiz issue under the HASC §4ﬂ4¢15 these issues must be fully addressed i m.
| the re-cmculated DFEA. ,

'.ﬁ1v= SCACME “belicves it is mulatawz” to eslimate the number of cleap-dicse] wohicles {pg. 4-
8) but has not applied that same standard o alternative fuel vehicles, espesially methanol. This
| inconsistency ymst be rasolved in the revimylated DPEA i
[Table 4-6, Comparison of Conventional Foels 20 Alternative Clean Frels :
The asswmptions used in the medified ANCHE comparative study {Table 4-6) have Ies.u.!ted n a.
| fundsmentally Bawed analysis 2z discussed bclnw ;

13 42300
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Basing greephouse gas emissions (00X on “equivalent heating value of a palion of conventional
gagnline™ ignores the jnherent efficiencies of diezs] enpines {Tabis 3-26) in that much raare work
iz accomplished while copsuming |ess ¢arbon based fiel. This resulis in lower Q02 emissions
per vehicle mils caveled comwpared to alternative fusled vehicles, The mere apprﬂpna,te
comprarisen would be the volme of fitel or the BT s necessary to travel 2 mile. Thisis
meonsistent with the assumpuons used for this table on fiel 2ost. I additicn, it is foopertent to
agcount For methans emissions as well ag CO0 &msstrms in aszesaime greenhause gammpacis

| ersociated vmh the fusd Erpes, :

The Cn:}f is nat awars of any gaseline spolications in tfae state of California thar donot sz ¢
CARD refonmulated gasolive. The SCACMD stoutd verify, and if necessary, modify thiz tal:nfe
| with CARE certified reformmlated gazoline z= the benchmarl for ajl fiuels,

[ 1t s B0t clear, but is assumed that the I:ilE.SEI firel conzidered in the table is pot CARE cartlﬁad.
| Also missing iz a wmpmsun utilizing particulate traps and low subfur diesel, :

[ The AICHhE mﬁtimds- and the SCAQMD mediffcations to ineorporate Jlese], not inpluded in the
original ATCHE comparative sindy, must be fully disclosed. Especially sinre the comparisen
seans o be incomplste. ‘The srsenhouse gares evaluation does vot diseuss the pelative -
coptribution far natural g, #lcohol fuels, or slectricity. Howerver, all of these fucls are

| considered signliﬁcantl}r better than diesel and rafemmolated gﬂs at raducing grecahonse gases.

[ The ascsumpuan that diesel vehicles cost 2,5% more poeds to bt explained. Brpeeially when thi

mcrmmts.l west of CHELMNG vehicles 3s 209 or groater than dicse] powered vehicles.

Alr Qualiry

'I'a.b]e a-7 '
The glestionable assumptions used fo produce this table have been discussed above. In

| symmary, the City 1= cnnmedtbmtheﬂmmmmyhavehemuvmhmaied,me .

sxisting alternative and clean-fizel wehiclss in the fleet have not been acconnted for, andpoliciﬁh
and programs o imercase the usc of alternatve fivel and low eraission vehicles have not been
| included This znalysis needs to be corrected for there-cirmuiated DOFEA.

_Table 4-8

Ag commsmied previously, without a breakdows of the mpal:ts.l"benﬂﬁts of the soecific moles, 11. is
not passible to make mesntngtil comments, There appears to be an assumption that CARE and
EPA wili net iplement new engine standards in 2007, T this assumption were changed to
reflect CARE and EPA's propesed 2007 engine erntsafon stadurds, there would be no benefits 2o
these nndes after 2007, This should be corrected in the apalysiz and Thf: mesnks should be

| diselosed to the public apd decisior-makers,

Table £-9

The estimated relative toxde nisk faily to include aleokol fsls md PG for comparison.
Althonsh this table is mcwpl:ﬁ:, it does indicate that thers iz a trade-off of risks assecied 'mth
digsel and namral gas engines, This trede-off in toxic emissions assaciated with inpplementing

i4 . 425400
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1-100

1-101

1-102

1-103

1-104

the proposed fleet mlescould result in a potential increase in eXposure to benesne, 1,3 butadienc,
acid ald=hydes, and heavy metals such azhexavaient chwomium. The implications of sech toxie

emission fradeoffs should be filly cxplored and discussed in the re~circulated, i the DEEA.

[ The SCAQMD should cvaluate and model the health benefits of the proposed fleet riles and the

altematives assessed I the DPEA. Modeling should e simalar to that done for the MATES 0.
Since differenr fizls may very in the generation of toxic air contaminants, the SCAQMD shoutd
provide an anddvais of the relative towis inpacts of the fuels ander considemtion. Tpon .
determining the hisalth benefits of the proposed fzet rules, the SCAQMD shouid evainate the’
tost-henefit of the proposed flect tules and aiternatives in the Socioeconomic Anslysiz with the
mtetit of 1dent:ﬁnng the most effective m-:aus ) a::bmve the preastest health beashts for ihm

| communities most itmpacted.

T]:I.E table showdd be modified to includs the fsk reduction possible fom particulate traps and -
Tonw sulfur firsl, as well 25 the curenily ondisclased risks of methanol, ethanel, propane, and angy
ither potential fuets aliowed by the propozed reles. I addition, the tabls should be modified to
inclode the expected bemefiis of each of the pmpuscd Beet ruies Wndividually for fnformed

| decision maling, | )

DparahonaluRt]ated Impacts
The assumption that existing dicse] and gm]me. fueling infrastruetare wonld be replaced with
altepative fiel stations (pg. 4-17, 4-19) ipgnores the reality that altemative fiel stations wonld

| eaeraily be establishel in additicm to existing fieling stations necessary to support the current

fleet Cenversion of fu:ilm.g infragtructare wonld enly occar when the nusber of gasaline andfor
diczel fualed vehicles in a fleet are 5o stmall that it wonld be impractical t maintain the existing
infrastruciure. This may ecour in Iater years, but is unlikely to ocour in the carly phases of the
rales. The proposed flest rules will requing the developiment of the altemative fuel sites,
resnléing in land use impects that have not been agsessed in the DPES. This deficiency mawst be
| swrrecied in the recfrculated DPEA. .

It iz wery unhke:l:.r that new methamn] infhastoere will ve developed, espesially whe thers are
no methane] vehicles currently available. Fagt history with methane] vehicles and copeems over
the toxie, corposive naturs of the fuel, and the very low ensrgy value of methangl (Table 3-245)

ir:i]l pFrebably preclude it from bring a viable al.tcrﬂm.i'w: fuel for the forezeeabls fulure.

_Th¢ Uity of Los Angeles aprees thar cument cleag-disge] technologies wonld have io be uged in,

conjumction with low sulfir dissel o comply with "methannl equivalency” (pg 4-17) and s

pacticipating in the ARCO EC-Diesel flcet project in hopes of demegstrating practical
applications of thege techonlogies. Bven though snch technology is oot curently CARB
certified, particuiate waps end low sulfur fuels should be considersd as a method of achieving the
preject objestives. Failure to do so is inconsistent with the SCAQMD's proposal 1o wnerd Rule
4312, Since clean diess] technolopy may altow reteafit of oyrent diesel engines 1o emission -
levels lowrer than the “methenol equivalency,” it 35 of even preater interast ag an altamative o the
pmpn&erl flesi rinies.
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For the replacement of heavy-duty vehicles, the SCAQMID has indicated that fTeet operators will
Bave comsiderable fexibility in choosing the appropriate sltemativg firel vehicls to avoid payload
constraints since the implementation of the proposed rules is gradual. However, review of
alternarive fireled vehicles availsble, especiaily in refiuse tuck and stweet sweeper configurations,
|indicate that this is not the case currently, Therefore, the SCAQMD mnst assune payload losses
T3 its analyses. Purthennove, the SCACMID bas recognized that altemative feled vehicles have
Vowrer fuel efficiencics than gasoline ot dicsel and will require greater refueling trips or larger
fue] tanks to perfomn the same fevel of service, bt has not provided an agalysfs of the potectial .
impacts. ‘The SCACGMIY has estinated that vehicles wsing M35, ENG, and LPG may need 1o
vefued up o 6845, F5%, aml 36%, respectively, more often than gasoline-fueled vehicles and
13054, 110%%, and 86%, tespectively, move often than diesel-fusled vehicles. For thoge wehicles
estimated to convert io the alemnative fizels Indicated, the City recommends that the SCAQMD
evaluate the pobential emizsions from additione] miles wavelsd to rofocl and the additonal
|_vehicles required to maintain service., ' _

Although the SCAGMTY ackrowledges fpg. 4-26) thar becauss of low énergy content, altsmative
Fuel vehicles may have to rodorm iy fel mudh more frequently (75 parcent to 130 peroant), there
is no indication that these additional trips were inchuded in the analysis. Not inchuding the
additienal ¥ echicle Miles Traveled (WhT) ind the increased eonissions associated with the
eperation of aiternative fuels vehicles, results in an oversstimation of the benefits of switching to.-
|_altermabive fueled vehigles.

Table 4-17 :
The ealoulation of increazsed fiel delivery trips mhase:d o dafa dncluded in Table F-8. Fn that
table, the fitel efficioncy (milezgatlon) For gmsoline lighi- and medive-daty vehicles is Hsted at
21 miles per gailon, whils heavy-dudy dissels is lsted at 29 miles per gallon. The City woud
refer the SCAQMD to the 1099 TACMTA study that indicates that 3.9 muiles per diesel zallon is
amnre appropriats estimate of irban bus el efficiency. City refuse trucks echieve a fitet
efficiency of 2.3 miles per dicsel gallon (refer to attached cost estinate) snd street swespers
would be expected to bave gimilar fuel efficiencics. The SCAQMD'S overestimation of fikel
efficiencies serves to wndersstimate (he projected putiber of additional fudl tps, This incotrest
assumption and azsociated analyses must be comected in the re-circulated DEEA. In addition, it
must be verified that correct fizel efficiency assumptions are uscd whep sstmmating cmizsion
| benehts assactated with the euch of the indtvidual proposed fee ralss,

The addittonal use of comprosser engines camot be excluded from the project impacts just
buczuse they will becovered voder existing reguletory programs (i 4-22). All impacts
resulting from the project should be diselosed for public review and informed dacision malding.
The effect of those repulations b Ryinimize thage trpacts should be dizclozed tat, by
| themsebves, the regulatury pregrams do not eliminate the mereased eqrssiof iapasts.

The incetigistency of prechuding elean-diesel technologies based on the contention that they are
s.pnmlanvc and uminantifisble (g, 4-32), whils wsing a presentation ¢n 4 fiwrs poteniial narsl
mas engine {pg. B-8) For quantification of the benefits of the proposed fleet mies must be .
reconciled, If CARE cwaficatiogis the standard for feasibility, then that standard st be

| applied to all techrnloghes,

15 - . AZ500°
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The SCAQMD has missed the purposs of the City’s cormments on the economic and soetal
aspacts of the proposed nules (pg. 437} The focus was on melading feasible altemmative for
assessment, as the SCAQMD acknenvledzes they should inclide fthose dltematives “eapable of
being accomplished in, 2 successful manner within a reasonabie peried of ime, tadng into
agcount econormis, environaantal, legal, soqal, and technological faotora™. The contention that
the 5 CAGMD does nothave to assess seonumic effects that do nok resalt In "physicst change” is
- momreet it igmores that esonamtc effects can tesult W significant physics] change, Failure to
addreas the jssize preclndes informed decision rnsl{ing ;

Th-;‘: gentralized fueling asseassment (pe, 4-41% should also Enclude the a.ddmm:lal trips and VIMT
that resubt from the reduced payload 2nd tange capabifitics of altermative fusled vehisles when
| compared to diesel arid gasoline poveersd wehicles.

_Tabled-1% . ’ '

Hebeqeﬁts of the provased rule come at the eost of Increasing sonme eriteria and air toxic
pollutants, The badenffe of thess bensfits and impacts must be clearly prosented and dizenssed.
Additiemaily, emistion factors comparing sobon monexide (O0) cmissions Fewm the varfoms
eneimes bave ol been previded. The South Coast Al Basin is curreedly in non-attainemeent of
O and therefors, potential nereases i OO emizzions would bs of concerm. Siner there is
nadequate detail fo defsrming the sontribition from the individueal sources subject ta the
proposed flect voles, this table does not provide the infrmation necessary t infom the public
and dectsion-makers. All methods and assumptions used in prcpxrmg this tabje chawld e

| disckosed i the re-cirgulated DPEA,

_Comulative Impacts

Sinee the ascesement is inadequale for the impacts/benefits gssociated with the pmpnsed fle=t
ruleg in thet it conkains inpomplete and inrorreet information and does not address the potential
duphcative impacts, the conclusion that there are no sumulative mpacts is not su'ppurtodb}f the
| DFEA. .

_Transportation/Cirenlaton .
Altheugh the SCAQWMD bas indicated that ﬂam wre 0o giguufeant adverse
irmpocietionfsircniation impacly associaned with the proposed oies, the City bejieves there is &
potential for loeal itaffic conpestion in the vicmity of refuelmg locafions due to the different -
operstional characteristics of alternative firel vehicles. Based on lowey fuel efficiency, reduced
range, reduced payload, ard reduced relishilicy, alternative flel vehicies will likely make mere '
trips and generate mors VAT than their tradidfonsl coanterparts, As such, the STAQMD mmust
constder these additional factons, conduct an analysis, and inchade the results of all potentizl
transportation related impects Tesilting from the proposed fleet miles in the re-ciretisted DPEA.
Special anention showld be paid to consistency with the Regional Transporiation Plan and CG
Hotapot issues in the revised analysis

_Cumubative Impaty : '

The assessment is inadequate for the impacts/benefits associated with the proposad flest rules in

that it contains incomplete and incorrect infermation and does not address the potcatial

17 4723700

H-1-21

June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

1-116
. cont.

1-117

1-118

1-119

1-120
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doplicative impacts of ather regilations, policies, 2nd progesms. Therefore, the conclusion that
|_there are no curmlative 1mpants to Adr Quality §s not mppu:rrtrzad by the DEEA.

_ Public Services

The failure to address public service rnpacts on refuse collection, street maitenance, and transit
zervices, thet heve specific mies drafted, venders the DPEA apalysis inadequats. The additonal
ruraber of vehicles reqired and the reductions inrange and-paylead could result in changes m
operations with potentislly siznificant effects. The aszertion that “thers romst be an cxpansion or
addition to existing ... public services™ (pg. 4-62) fznoras the potential inmpacts of reduced ar
altered serviess. Delays in refuse collection would mpact quality of ife, ifnot public health.
Reduced abiliy to svesp strets could resuly ip increased fapiidve duet crnizeiems and watey
guality impacts {the Los Angeles County Mummpa! Stormwater Permit requirss memthly seet
| sweening)h

[ Of more importanse ars the potential impacts to public services In the event of an emerpancy.
The potentis] failure of altemative fact infastructurs in the cvent of a0 cmergency, such as =
earthoualie, may resirict the City's ability to respond, particulaly to testors wility serviots,
repair sireets and sewers, and coliect and dispese of dcbrs, The SCACQMEr filre to assess
these potential immpacts most he carrected in the re- cm:ulamd DPFEA and appropriste mmgmmn
| meamres provided.

_ Cummnlative Impnt:ts

The assessmtent is Inadeguate for the m:pfa:ts.fbmeﬁta sssociated with the propased fleat rules in
that it containg ingomplete and incorrect information and dess But address the putential
duplicative impacts of oiher remrladons, poficies, and programs. Therefors, the conslusion that

| there are oo evmmlative impacts to Public Services is not supported by the DPEA,

_Haxards

[ The discussion of hazards associated with CNG, LNG and LPG are incomplets (pg. 4-78).
Atiached for your consideration is 2 White Paper prepazed by tHe Las Angeles Firs Depatment
thar provides a desetiption of the potential hazards asseciared with the vatious fiel typez. The
potential of an explosion from gssous ficls presents greater risks to the public and emergency
response personuel then incidents involving gasoline or dicsel. Thes highly corgpressed naturs of
CICr adds significant cylinder and valve failure rnsks oot assockated with liquid fuels. The '
ctyogenic nature of NG increazes the potential of freszing tissue and creating cxplosive bodl-off
conditions that do not exist with gasoling or diesel, Fhe assertion that ENG, CNG, 2nd LPG are
safer becanse they have hizher temperatioces for auto-jgnition and a narmower rangs of
flammability igweres the Fequenacy that such conditions are meountered in everyday settings. -

- The resl and decumenied potendad for signjffcant accidents resulting frome the increased use of

these fuels must be addressad in the DFEA and appropriate mitigation measures provided, Thess

| potenial hazards must be disciosed to the public and decision-makers in the re-clrsulated DPEA.

—Cumulative Jrepacts
*The assessment s inzdequate for the impectsfbenefits associated with the propesed flest rles in
that it cortains ineomplate and incorrect infermation mod does not address the potewtal
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| there are no cumulative impacts of Hazards is not sup;none:i by the DFEA,

_EnergyMineral Resonrees -

The CEC report cited in the DPEA clearly shoees tJ:uE: future vse of methanod as an al:temanve fuae]
15 uniikely, malking the SCAQMD consideration of methane! speculative. The SCACMD hax
estimated that apprexirately two stations per year for five yeaes would be converted 1o tethanal
due to the propoaed flest rules. In addition, the SCAQMD estimated that approximately 0.5% af
affectsd light- and mediom-duty vebicles and 1% of heavy-duty vehicles will switch ta
methancl, which accounts for 750 vehickes total for the entire Bagin, Although the SCAQMT
bias provided data that indicsfes theve {5 a sefficlant amount of methanol fuel available to comply
with the proposed feet mles, the City believes the SCAGMD must dlse include additional
nfrmation on the evailability of methano)-fueled wehicles end fuel delivery infrestracturs, as it
is the SCAQMD's intent ko apply the proposed rules whert it iz mhm::ally and economicaily

| feasible

[ The SCA.Q"-{D must also consider thempaﬁts and entergy wse of cotopresser engines uiflizad at
CNG stations (g 4-28). As commented above, the fast thet these engines are subject to FeTmit
regulations does not precluds the impacts of the sdtnpressors fom consideration as part of the

| program. Ehis i:nsufﬁcicm:jr mrist he gograsied in the ra-civeniated DPEA.

Cumadative Impacts

[ The essessment is inzdequass for the unpa.c’tsfheneﬁts associated with fhe pmpamd flest Tules in
that i contains incomplete and incorrest information and does not address the potential
duplicative impacts of other regulatingg, policies, and Programs. Therefore, the conclusion fhat
| there are e camirative 1 mpacts ta Bnerredineral resourees is not suppﬂrted by the DPEA.

_Hazards Effects

do not address the toxic and fire'seplosive hazardmus fookprint of any of these fusls. The
SCACHYTY has not assessed the significant hazards which the rulcs may create, The poetential for
seriois accidents from the use of natural gas and LG, as evidenced 1n recent incidents
acknowledged by the SCAQMD, must be sssessed in the re-cireulated DPEA. The Los Angeles
Fire Depertment hos pm'n.dnd # White Faper (aftached) on the lbrards of e fuds ondse
conslderation For use in assessmg potential puhhc health and safety impaces in the re-circulated

| DFEA.

Cumulative Impacts

The assessment Is inadequate for the lmpam"bmﬁts associated wﬂh the proposad flast m]as in
that ji containg incornplete and incoerect information smd dues not address the poteptial
duplicative ropasts of other regulations, policics, and progmms. Therefore, the conclusiop that
there are 1o cumulative impacts fom Hazard Bifects is not supported by the DPEA.

in . 435450

duplicetive mmpusts of other regulations, policies, and programs, Thcrefo.rc, the conclosion ﬂra.t

The Health and Saféqr requirsments mx:h:dn& in the dassussmn of varjous fuel f_','pes (Table 4-300 .
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT 10O BE SIGNIFICANT

L-;md Tse and Planping -

The SCAQRIY did et agsess potmtmf land use and plarming frpacts of the proyosedpmjcct
begass {1 was assoeed that existing refisling and matntenanss fagilities would be capable of
being sonverted to 2temative fue] infrastructure. Siting of sltemative fuel facilitics may requins
.| sooing and Jand nse changes to comply with the requirements of the proposed rules, as

1-127 appropriate sives may not be available or additional proparty may nesd o be acguired, Withour
speeific knowledge of the requirements for siting altermnative fuel stations or the zoning and Jand
Hse requirernerits of those fucls, it is not possible to reach the conclusion that thore will be no
land use impacts. Therefore, the SCAQMD must address these impacts, especially since
resiated gavamrnents muast vely on the CEQA analysis for individual land use impacts. The
inadequate assesement of land ves impacts in the DFEA would pﬂ:uludn: the use of the dﬂcnment
| for sespousible agency CEQA purpases.

Chapter 5 - PROJECT ALTERNATIVES
Alternatives Refected as Infeasihle

Volantoy: Incontive
|| The City, in itz comments on the NGIP recommmdisd that an almanve 'Lhat uses a voluntary,
inpentive based approach be incleded io the Environmental Assessrnent, Such an altemative
would be consistent with the SCAQMEDYs Bovironmnental Fuzfice Initiafive #7 which isto
*[e]reate Incentives to remove or replace diese] enginas in the Rasin " However, in rejecting this
feasible slternative, the SCAOMD states that'it lacks additional anthority for these types of
programs. Mevertheless, the 3CAQME has substantial authoriey to creats, sedl Fmding for, and
administer clean-fue] programs npder HESC $40442.5, Tn addition, CEQA doss ot limit
1-128 | atemative analyses (CCR 115126) to-review of only those areas within the jurisdiction of the |
Iead agency, but is miuch broader in scope. The California Adr Fesourees Board (CARE) hes
awthority simiiar ta that ofthe SCAQMD to astiblish incentive prasatns. Lepislation could alse
be infroduced, as was the cage with the Carl Mayer Program, o establish incenlive programs to
clean up ar yemove dicsel sngine in the basin, Thepefore, a project altemative invelving an
incentive program established by the SCACMD, CARE, and/or the state should have baem _
arzesaed an the DPEA, Therefore, the SCAQMD showld pe-ovaluate this svthoricy and socousider
| an incentive based approach to meet the peoject objectives in the re-circulated DPEA.,

Fuel Mevtrp] Bnission Stagdard -

The City recommended in its comment |etter an the NOE that the Envirorenental Assesstent
ewalonate an alternative that is fef-pentral and emission based. The SCAQMIY should clearly
define the "methanel equivaleney” & an cmission standard, and assess the benefis of the
1-129 praposed fect rules on the bazis of compliance with the standerd, evalusie the spviropmentsl
impacts hased upon themost oost-sffsctive techaologies abie to-gchicve the standard, and

| dizclose thet analysis in the re-cimculated DPEA.

AllFl
1-130 Tn the City's NOP coinmeat legier, the City requested the SCAQMD to assess an All Fleets
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1-130
cont.

~ 1-131

1-132

1-133

A waam e . V-

Akernative in the Draft PEA fnordier to provide the breadest revisw of possitle alternatives,
with full disclogure of the impacts, benefits, and costs to insure informed decision maldng. The
SCACMD indieated that although an all flects altemative may be an opfion for consideration in
the futuge, “there were insufficient staffvesources to cvaluete this alternarive within the rule
adeptioa umeﬁ'amx: advocaied by the Goveming Board”, and therefore, was nnt considered to be
3 ftasible altgmative, Inmfficient stxff rescurces to appmpnaxely 2535855 & reastmable aftemative
i not 20 appropriate screening criterfa for a feasibility devermination. Finally, resource,
reguirements could be redused if regulation of both public and private fleéts of lrper sire were
investigates versns alb public fleets of 13 vehioles or mote. The City onre again requests that the
SCAQME evaluare the All Fleets Aleernative.as it mects the objectives of the project, is within
the SCAQMD § regulatory authority under the HESC §40447.5, and iz expected to resultin '
| increased epmission reduchions.

Drescription of Alternatives

Altema’uve A - No Profeet -
Tha underlying apalysis of the No Praject Aitcmnuve is inadequats beczuse it fails to address
tie: )

- CARB/EPA Oct 2002 heavy duty enzine stendards, the

- CARB!EPApmposed?.ﬂi}?hm}-dutyengh;stauﬂmﬁs,ﬂm

- . Exigling alternative fualed and low emission vehicles. :

- - "Existing policies and programs for atternative fueled and low mmsswn vehiele
PIOEIAmS. -

- Potential of other techiolopies to mept project objectives.

| Each of these must bs indheded as part of the No Project Alternative in the re-cirenlated DPEA-

APPENDIX E

_LDV/MDY Methodologics

The implicit sssumpiion. in the malysis that ﬂu::t purshages In the abeence of the pmposed fleat
ez would correspond bo the mix of vehicles projected tohe sold by manufacturers cornplying
with CARB LY T/ program iz oot clear. Using War asswaptien, it would be expected that as
the percemtage of the lowest emitting vehicles ereased under the LEV [T program, that the
overall bensfits of the proposed Bule 1193 and 1192 would decreass, However, in the snalysis
the: henafits contine o nerease every year after 2004, ‘The SCAQME needs to explain how the
eission beneffts sontinte t increase i the number of the compliant vehicles under the CTARE

| rerilation gets closer to the requivements of the propesed fleet rules. _

HDY Methndologies

The compmson of current diescl stendards of 6.10 g.l’bhpd:rmth an epEine emiting 0.045
e/bhp-Fr i= speculative (pg. E-5) sinee the SCAQMD has not provided any information oo this
tachralogy, its ikelihond of developrent, the timeframe of iutroduction, vehicle applications, or
cuhsideration of the varabiline of the engine olass. Additionalty, the 0.10 ghip-hr iz a

cerification irvel not 2 125t level so may not be suitable for comparison sinee the data fom one

21 ' 425400
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©1-133
" cont.

1-134

1-135

1-136

1 Wl 1A Tl et T AT 1" Tt wwl e T

engine is not adequate to deterniine the variability of the engine elass and the SppTopriste
cettification lovel, Finally, the failure of the SCAQMD to consider the emizsion levels
| obtainable with other technologies presents an inconsistency relative 1o fiturs techanlogies.

The SCAQMD did not provide the NOx emission factors used 1o compare hegvy-duty dissel

.emzines with alternative fucled engines in Table B-8. The statement that "it s snticipated that
comtpliarg naiural gas poweared engines will Bave lower NOx emissions compared to
corzesponding disss] angines fubsequent 1o the October 2002 nplementation of the 2.5 ghhp-hr
TNIELL + M standard” is not supported in the DFEA . Atthough the heavy-duty diese] engines
are subject to the Ortober 2002 standagds, altarmative freled engines, inclading natral gas
engines, arc mot. In fact, cleaner natural gas engines will not be reguired unti the 20042007
heavy-duty engine standards take effect, which was not considered by the SCACQNMD i s
analveis. Based on the fack of any remulatery requirement, the SCAQMD should explainfustify
ihe erpigsion assumptons mede for heavy-duty alrernative fueled ¢ngines in the firture year
womparsins i the re-circulated DPEA. -

APPENIIX F

Table -8 : ' :
The fuel efficiencies of 21 miles per g:ailon for light- and medinm-duty vehicles would Bppiia &
be very optimistic. The sssumption that heavy-duty vehicles gat 28.77 miles to the gallon s
completely unreatistic, As commented above, the heavy-thaty fus) efficiency 13 mexe likcly to be
wrourd 2 to 3 miles per gallen 1f ehis factor has besm usedto caloniate the numbar of addittonal
furel trips, then the estimate may have been onderestimated by & factor of ten for the bewwny-duty
vehieles, If the estimated emissien benefits ate bazed upon these flawed fus] efficiensy
aeeumnptions, such estimates would aleo be inaccirate. These caleuistons should be ravised and
| re-submitted for public cotnment, . '

As commmented above, e lack of adequate information and the nse of quastionsble information
renders Appendix F insufficient far theaningfinl revitw, The defislencics dizenszed sbove showld
provide guidsnce on the appropriate level of analysiz required to meke the recirentated DPEA
sufficient as a igol to promote an informed public and Informed decision maddeg,.
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1-137

R . TR i L3 LD - B 213 SER 1824 M.

Additisnal References the SCAQMIY should cuﬁsider
n addition fo many sheeady lsted .
by not discissed.

USEPs New Ernigsion Standards for Heavy-Duty Diess] Engines Used in Trucks and Brses,
Qetoley 1997, . . :

LISEDA, Prc-po‘sed Ruke - Contrel of Emiissions of Air Pollution frem 2004 and Later Mode] Year
Heavy-Dusty Highway Engines and Vehicles; Revision of Light-duty Truck Definition, Cctober
1599 ) .

CARB, Catifornia Exhaust Emission Staudards and Test Procedures for 1985 and Subsequent
Model Heavy-Duty Diesel-Engines and Vehicles, armended, February 26, 1999

CARSB, Galifornia Exhaust Bruission Standards and Test Procedures for 1987 and Subsequent

' Mﬂel Heawry-Duty Otto-Cyele Engines and Vehicles, amended, February 26, 1969

CARE, Netds Asscssment for Diesel Partinulate emissfons, on-going. whw.arh ca.ggv. This
program is being administered by CARE and iz expscted tor be releasing finding Tater this year,

US General Acoonnting Office, Mass Transit, {Tse of Alternative Fuels in Trepsit Buses, Report
to Congressionsi Committees, December 1009, . -

Harvard Center for Risk Analysis, Risk in Perspective, Fuoling Heavy Dty Trucks: Dissel or
Natoral Gas? Jamuany 2004, ' ' '
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1-138

Aitacirments to City of Los Angeles Comments
on the SCAQMD Drait Program Environmental Assessment

. for Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules and Related Amendments

City of Los Angeles Letter, "Cornments on the NOP/IS for Proposed
Rule 1196", December 14, 1999,

City of Los Angeles Letter, "Cgmme;nts on the Proposed R‘I.l].ﬁ 1186",

December 6, 1994,

City of Los Angeles Lf:tff:r, "City of Los Angeles Review and
Cornments on the Draft 1997 AQMP", September 24, 1996,

City Fire Department "Coansequence Managemant of Fuel
Emergencies”, Aprit 2000,

City of Los Angeles, "CNG Refuse Truck, Bureau of Sanitation -
Incremental Costs Over Diesel Fleet", March 2000.

City of Los Angeles, "City of Los Angeles On-Road Fleet Vehicle
Inventory, by Departrtent, Fuel and Weight Class as of December
1995." March 2000, '
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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
8840447.5, 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
815168(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)).
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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
815146). 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
840447.6).

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
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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.4™ 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
815131(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
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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
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#1-4, economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects
on the environment (CEQA Guidelines 815131). 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
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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
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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 815145. 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
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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 815126.6, 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
815126.6(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
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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
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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 840447.5. 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 LEVSs 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 840447.5. 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
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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
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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
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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 815165 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 815168 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
815088.5 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 1), 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).
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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 (815151) 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.
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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
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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 815168(c)(1)).

Response 1-32: The Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES) Il 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 Il 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 Il 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 8840447.5, 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 I study for this authority. With or without the MATES
Il study the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts would be the same.

The uncertainties associated with the MATES Il 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 Il 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
Il report, is the potential under-estimation of risk from stationary sources. SCAQMD
staff response is that the computer model utilized in the MATES Il study properly
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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 Il 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 840447.5 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 821061.1, 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
840448.5 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 840447.5, to establish fleet rules and require the purchase or lease of
alternative fuel vehicles is wholly separate from 8§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.
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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.
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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
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reductions beyond the CARB LEV /1l 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/11 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
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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

(€)(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
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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
815088.5.

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.
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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 wvehicles 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
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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 PM;o, 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 PMyq, respectively, which far exceed
the estimated increases associated with the increased VMT.
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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
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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 815147, which states in part,
“Placement of highly technical and specialized analysis and data in the body of an
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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
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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.
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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
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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/I1) 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/l 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
Il 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 wvehicle 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.
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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
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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
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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.
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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 840448.5 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 wvehicle 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.
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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
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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 CO, 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 @ 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.
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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.
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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 Il 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.
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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
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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 PM,o 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 815064(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;

© 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;
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(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 815131 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
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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,
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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 wvehicle 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
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(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 815121, 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.
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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..
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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.
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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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. Air Resources Board

Alan <. Lloyd, Ph.D.
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spril 21, 2000

hdr. Darren Stroud

Office of Flanning and Policy

South Coast Air Quality Managemesnt District
21365 East Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 81765-4132

Dear Mr, Stroud;

1 am writing in response to the Notice of Completion of a Draft Program Environmental
Aszessment for the Proposed Fleet Vohicle Rules and Refated Amendments, dated
tarch &, 2000. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Program
Environmental Assssament (PEA)
It is our understarding that the Draft FEA i3 intended to generally address the impacts
assoniatad with six proposed vehicle fleet rules and amendments o axisting South
Coast Air Quality Management District {District) Rula 1186.1, Alternative Fuel Sweepers
and Rule 431 2, Sulfur Content of Liguid Fuels. Itis alse our understanding that the
District may elect to forego further environmental assessmants required under the
California Envirsnmental Quality Act (CEQA), for specific proposed flzat rules or
proposed amendments to Rules 1136.1 or 421.2, if it determines that the impacts from a
specific ke are included within the impacts identified in the FEA. At present, draft ule
language is available for only Proposed Ruls (PR} 1181, Clean On-Road Light and
|_Medium-Duty Public Fleet Vehicles, PR 1182, Glean On-Road Transit Buses, and
[ Proposed Amended Rula (PAR) 1193, Waste Haulers. |n addition, we understand that
the District has not yet released its socin-ecanarnlé impact analyses for thege proposed
nilss.

Type of Environmental Assessment Prepared

The PEA notes that “pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15188{a), a PEA is an
Ermvironmental Assessment (EA) which may be propared on a saties of actions that can
be characterized as one large project and are related either (1) gecgraphieally, (2} [as]
Ingical parts in the chain of contemplated actions, {3) in connaction with the issuance of
rules, requlations, plans, or ather general criteria to govern the conduct of & continuing
program, or (4) a¢ individual activities carrisd out unhder the same authorizing statutory
ar regulatory authority and having generally similar envirenmental effects which can be

mitigated in similar ways."

Califarria Environmental Protaction Agency

Printed a1 Recyeiad Paper
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2-3
cont.

2-4

2-6

Mr. Darren Stroud
adpril, 21, Z00Q

Fane 2

We coneur that a PEA provides 2 useful and appropriate platform for evaluating the
environmantal impacts of PRs 1191, 1492, 1193, 1194, 1195, 1196, and 1186.1. As
described by the District, @ach of these propased nules would reguire governmant
entities to acquire alternative-fusled vehicles when adding or replacing fizet vehicles, |¢
is likely that many of these rules will result in shared infrastructure needs. Moreover,
the District can pursue each of these rles pursuant to the authority granted in Health
and Safety Code (HSC) section 40447 5{a). This gbservation does not preclude the
possibility that supplemental envirenmental impact assessments may be warranted or
|_needed for one or more specific propesed rules. .

However, wa believe that 2 separate E&A would be needed for PAR 431.2, Sulfur
Content in Diesel Fusls. First, we believe that PAR 431.2 cannct be addressed as part
of the fleet rules program because it is not part of the fleet ule authorily granted the-
Gistrict under HSC 404475, Tha District's aulhority to specily the composition of diesel
fuel offered for sale in the Air Basin is contingent an approval by the Air Resources
Board {ARB} (HSC 40447.8), and therefore is very different frarm the fleet rule authority
in H5G 404475, It addition, PAR 431.2 could have a different range of impacts, a3 it
would affect all diesel wehicles and not just those in government fleets. Finally, the PEA
as currently struchured, does not allow an agsessment of the impacts, ineluding the air
quality benefits, attributable solely to PAR 431.2,

ARB Chairman, Dr. Alan Liovd, in his March 16, 2000 letter to District Chairman,
Dir. William Burke, discussed our reasans for supporting revigions to the national diesel
fuel standard. As his lefter nites, broad applicability reduces implementation problems
and provides greater emlssion benefits. [f the Disteict is intent on pursuing amendments
to Rule 431.2, 1 would recommend that you contact ARE's Stationary Source Division to
discuss the extensive environmental and socio-¢conomic impact analyses, as well as
the fuel availability evaluations needed for such a proposal. We are also reviawing
whethar ARB's approval of PAR 431.2 would be subjsct to review by the California
Environmentat Policy Counei! under Senate Bill 523 (Bowen, Chapter 88-613). Finally,
please note that under the faderal Clean Air Act, California is authorized to enact clean
altemative-fuel reguiraments only a5 part of the State Implementation Plan (S1F).
Aceordingly, if the District adopts PAR 431.2 and ARB approves the proposed changes,
| the resulting rule would have to be submitted as a SIP revision.

Azsecsment of Allarpatives

Alternative & YWa recomemend that ihe PEA acknowledge the diesel emigsion reduction
efforts that are underway at both the State and federal level. Dr. Lloyd refered 1o
ARB's dissel emission reduction efforts in the letter mentiohed previously. As Dr, Liayd

noted, the ARE convened a multi-stakeholder group in 1998 #o develop a
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2-6
cont.

2-7

2-10

Mr. Daman Stroud
April Zl, 2000

Page 3

comprehensive diesel particulate matter (PM) reduction plan. A draft ptan will be
releasad this spring and will he brought before our Board in September. We also
expect that the L. S. Envirenmental Protection Ageney {U.S. EPA) would goon he
eonsidering the adoption of a national low-sulfur fuel standard.

We racognize that thege initiatives cannot be quantified at this point and are not
considered part of the "baseling” for EA purposes. Nonetheless, it is likely that both
ARE and U.S. EPA will have significant digeel PM reducticn measures in effect by 2010
that would provide additional dlesel PM reductions. The final PEA should address these
| initiatives as part of the "'no project” alterneative,

_J&Iterna[ive B: Tha final PEA should reflect ARE s Urban Transit Bus Fleet Rule as
| adopted on February 24, 2000,

Proposed Project: The remaining comments are fimitad to an evaluation of the existing
and anticipated altemative-fuel infrastruchure; availability of alternative-fuels to meet the
District's anticipated demand, and the availability of light and medlum-duty vehicles
{LOVMDY) to meet the purchase requirements of the proposed fleet vehicle
réguirements,
In idenfifying the number of LDVAMDY that will utifize altemative-fuels as a result of the:
praposed rules, the District has accurately estimated that the majarity (95.5%) of thesa
vehicles will Be gasoline-pawered vehictes carified fo the low-emission vehicte (LEV]
standards. As a result, the number of cleandueled vehicles that will be purchased by
flegts to comply with tha proposed rules will be relatively small. The PEA appears to be
|_necurately characterizing potential fuel and vehicle costs, and the availability of
[ alternafive-fuels to meest fieet vehicle purchase demands. However, the PEA appears
to overestimate the infrastructura need estimates hecause it doss not factor in the
excess capacity in the existing alternative-fual infrastrugture.  Existing alternative-fuel
facilittes generally dispense zither compressad natural gas {CNG) or liquefied petroleum
gas (LPG) for fleet use and are particularly swiked lo meet some of the anticipated
| increase in demand. '

Tha PEA indicates that mathanol and Hquefied nabaral gas (LMNG) vehicles will be
available to mest some portion of the LOWVMDY flest purchasing requitemants. Wa are
not aware of any pians to manufactura vehicles capable of operating on either methanol

| or L MG,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this program assegsment. Please contact
Ms. Sylvia Cey, District Ligisan, at {918} 322-6110, if you hawve any questions
coneerning oue comments. Plaase contact Mr. Dean Simetoth, Chief, Criteria Pollutants
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v, Darren Strowed
April 21, 2000

Pags 4

Branch, to discuss the envitonmental and socic-economic impact analyses
requirements associated with a fuel standard revision. Mr. Simeroth can be reached at
f316) 322-6020.

Sincerely,

Mighael P. Kei%
. Exacutive Officer

oo Dr. Barry Wallerstain
South Coast Air Quality Management District
21865 East Copley Avenus
Biamond Bar, California 817634182
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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 815168(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
815146). 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.
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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 ULEVSs, 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
840447.6). 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
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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 1) 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 Il 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
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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,
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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
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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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M, Drarren Strowd
cio Office of Planning and Policy
South Coase Alr Guality Management District
21865 B, Copley Drive
. Diamond Bar, Califomia ©1763-4132

Te:  Draft Program Eovienmental Assessinent for Proposed Fleel Vehicle
Bules and Related Ame

Dicsar Wiz, Steoaed:

O behalfof Infemational Trudk and Engine Company, ("Intemational™), we
submit the felfowing ¢ormnents an the Draft Program Environmental Assessmant for Proposed
__Tleet Wehicle Rules and Reolated Amendments (" Eavironmental Assesament™) released on karch

&, 2000 by the Soutt Ceast Alr Quality Management Distried ("SCADMD"). While International
suppors the SCAQMDY's objective of redueing mobile sonrce emissions from flocd vehicles,
Internations] believes that adoption of new flect regulations requires 2 fair and full evaluation of
the environmental impacts and benefits of the foll rangs of altematives available 10 achieve the
| Distriet's gir quality goals.
B Unforunatedy, the Environmiental Assessment is deficient in that # fails to
adequatcly snalyze allematives that will meet the SCACOMEY's air quality objectives with Jesser
environmental fmpacts and with Fewer socioeconomic and other adverse impacts. In addition,
the Environmental Assessment's analysis is flawced in signiBeant aveas and relies on ontdated or
inacewrate information. Finally, the Eavirgnmental Assessrent fails (o adequately congider the
availability of Green Diesel Technology and other advanced diesel technologies utilizing ulic-
lowr zutfir diescl fucl (“advanced diegel technology™) and to sdequately analyze these approaches
i eomplianee options under the Rules. For these, ard the reasons set forth below, we believe

<fsd ¥OATH CITYFRCOMT PLAZA DRIVE, CHICAGD, IL #4871 T 1R N394 2H0H

F 312 Ade 35md

June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

3-2
cont.

3-3

3-5

3-6

M. Dareen Steoud
April 23, 2000
Page 2

that the Environmental Aszessment is flawed and musl be revised zigniticantly to include
additional analysis and must be rectrculated to the poblic for commsnl,

Enlermational is providing construstive comments on the Environmental
Assessment for the SCAQMD's proposed [lest rulss netwithstanding, and without waiving, ils
concern fhat federal lvw preempts te SCAQMD's authorily 1o adopt the proposed tleet rules.

Srimeary OF D fects Ty The Enviranmeniol Asieytunt

International believes that the Bvvironmental Assessment is flawed for several
reazong. As explained more fully below, Tntermational believes that the Environmoental
Assessment is deficient becavse 1.} the Frojest Objectives [ail to include objectives that the
SCAQMD is required 10 o should consider as part of its rulemaking anthority, 2.) the
Ernviromnental Assessment attempts to assess the nnpacits of 1mles which bave not ot bosn
released for public comment and review, thus making the opporlunity (o understand the reles and
comument ilosory: 3.3 the Altomatives Analysis Lails o congider a sufficiently broad range of
altermatives, including allematives that achieve environmental objectives with fewer potential
envirommental and socioscononic impaals; 4) the Alternatives Analysis fxils to consider 4 aly
fuel neatral altemative; 3. the Bnvivonmeental Asscsament Bails to inclode an alternative that
permits advanced dicscl; 6) the Ervirotimental Assesantent contains inaccurate and cutdated
information rezarding advanced dicsel feehnology including its emissions characteristics and
availability; 7.) the Environmental Assessiment inappropriately consolidates the analysis of seven
dilferent rubes, aliminating the abilily to Laitly evaluate the altersatives that are being considerad
for cach rule, among other things; and £.) the Environmental Assessment fails to adequately
| analyze the costs and environmental impaces of moving to alternative fucls.

Lratees Descviption and bfeciives

Ttermations! dees not belisve that the Buvironmental Assessenent's staternent of
Project Ohjectives sufficiently sets forth the objeetives that the SCAQMD is required to o
should consider as part of il robemaking autherity. Informational requests that the Project
Osjectives be modified to reflect the required objectives and that each altornative be analyzed

against tese nevised project objectives.

[ The Project Objectives must be reftamed to lake into account additional
objestives contalned in the Air Resources division of the Health & Safcty Code that the
SCAQMD is required to ot shauld consider as part of promnlgating its propesed fleet mles.
(Mealth & Safaty Code §§ 29000 & o) As discussed more fully below, the California
Legislalure has indicated a legislative intenl that the SCAQME rules allow for a broad mnge of
alternative methods of lowering emissions, adequately duke into consideration socioeconomic
iropacts and cost-effectivencss, and consider impacts to small businesses. Therefore, it iz
apprapriale, 10 not required that the Projeet Objections reflect these goals as catablished by (he

Legislature and reflesied in the Califomia Health & Safcty Code,
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A Brogd Rgnse of Alternative Methods of Lowecrine Bmissions

The Health & Safety Code arlicolates a strong legislative intent to cncoursgo 2
broad range of allemative meang of achieving lower cmissions, In establishing rules and
regulations, air pollution control districts are required to “include a process to approve alismative
methodds of coinplying with emissien contvel requirsments that provide equivalent emission
reduetions, emvissions monitering, or recordkesping.” (Health & Safoly Code § 40001(d3(1)

Tn addition, the statulony requirements of the SCAQMEY s “clogn-burmiog (iels
program” reflest the specific alijective of lowenng cmissions threugh the use of advanced
pollution cenlral technelogies wlilizing traditional fiels:

When eonsidering whicle clean fuels projects 1o promote, the south
coast district shall congider, among other factors, the curment and
projested economic costs and svailability of fels, the cost-
effectivencss of emission reductions associated with clean fels

. compared with other polbution conirol allernatives, the nse of new
pellutior confrol techuologies in conjunction with traditicaal
fuels as an alternative means of reducing emissions, potential
effccts on public heaith, ambient air quality, visibility within the
region, and other factors deiermined 1o be relevant by the south
coast district.

(Health & Safely Code § 4044% 5 {emphasiz added).) The California Legislature has made clear
that the SCAOMD has an obligation te encowage the broadest rangs of compliance strategies
that schiews lowar emissions. dorcover, the SCAQMD has an abligation to cxplore clean
tecknalopies that utilize traditional fitels, such as diesel. Thercfore, the project objectives should

| berevised to sellect these goals as discussed below,

Sopjeesnnomic lpacts and Cost-Bffcofiveness

The Health & Safuty Code also requives the SCAQMD to adopt rules which,
among other Lhings, “ate afficient and cost-cffeclive™ (Health & Safety Code § 40440(c).) The
Code states that:

In adopling any regulation, the district shall consider, pursuant to
Section 40922 [cost-effoctivensss assessment], and make public,
its findingz related o the cost-effectivencss of & control meagure.
A district shall make reasonable efforts, to the extent feasiblc
wilhin existing budpet constraints, to make specific reference to
the dircet costs sxperied to be incurred by rogulaled parties,
incloding businesscs and tndividuals.
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(Healin & Safety Code § 40705.) Section 404408 requires the SCAGMD to exarmnine “[{he
availability and cost-effectiveness of altermatives to the tule or regulation™ by sonsidering the
socineconomic impacts of proposcd rules and regulations.

The requirements of crealing rules that are effictent and cost-cffective and
providing socioeconomis inract assessments reflect » legislative intent that the SCAGMD
consider and seek to minimize sociosonamic impacts and have these considerations as
|_objectives of its rulemaking authority.

hnpoacts 1l Bysinesses

Finally, the Health & Safoly Code contains o number of provisions aimed at
providing financial assistance to small husinesses affected by SCACQMD rules and regulations.
The Legislatare has stated that “[1]f 15 necessary to ibcrease the availabilify of findncial
assistance to smafl businesses which are subject to tho rules and regulations of the south coast
district, o order to minimize cconomic dislocation and adwverse socloeconomic inpagts,”
(Health & Safely Code § 40448.6(2). See ofso, §§ 40448, 40448.7, 404488 requiring the
SCAQMD to provide assistance to smaill basinesses.)

These proviziens reflect the Legislanoe’s intent that the SCAQMD consider
alfermalive means of achieving lower emissions, cost-¢/fectivenass, socioeconamic impacts, dnd
impacts to small businasses. In light of these principles, the Environmental Assessment's stated

Project Ohbjectives ave inadequats in seversl ways.

I general, the objentives do net [ocus on emiszsions reduction, bul rather (avor the
uze of “alfcmative clean-fuels,” as defined to cxclude advanced diegel technology. Only tro of
1he seven project objectives cwen rofer ko lowering emissions, while throe spoa Bcally profoats
“aliermative clean-els,™ through auch peals as “fostering (he development of " and “increasing
the availability of funding for” glternative clean-fuels, In foensing on “allernative clean-fuels,™
the objectives fail w consider alternative means of achieving lower emizsionz, Conscquently,
compliance sirategics that produce preater emissions reductions, such as Gireen Dieael
Techmology, are overlocked or rejested in the environmental analysis and nol analyzed a5 an

| _alternative compliance option.

Eurthemmare, the ehjectives £l to adeguately consider oost-effectivencss and
socloecongmic impacts, Boeauss Lhe rules will primavily affect local government agencies,
school districls and private flest operators, including small besiness cwners, the project
objertives should reflect sensilivity towards cost, sociceconomic impaets, and binpacts to smail
buzinesses,
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To better reflest the policies contained in the Air Resovrees provistons of the
Healti & Safety Code, the Project Objoctives should be revised to include the following:

»  Allowing flexibility and @s broad a range of alternatives as possible to achisve
loswer efnissions,

* Minimizing costs and other sdverse impacts imposed on schoal districts,
governmenlal agencdes and private flest operators;

s Reducing emissions by replacing older vehicles as quickiy as possible,
= Beducipg emissions while minimizing impacts to small business owners; and
= Minimizing other sociceconomic Impadsts 1o the public,

Imemnational requests that the Frojest Objeciives be modified to reflect the
tequired SCAOMD’s abfoctives a5 sugzested above and that cach alternative be analyzed against
| these revised project ohjectives.,

In addition, the Bovironmental Assessment fails to deseribe with sufliciant
spocificily (he requirements of each of the proposed Reet rules 10 provide adequate opporiunity
for public comment. Four of the seven rules have not yet been released. Meaningful comments
on the Bnvironmenta) Asseszment cannot be provided in the absence of understanding what the
mutes will require. The preparation of an envivenmental assessment for mles not yet written may
conslituts an abuse of dizeretion under CEQA. Thereltee environmental assessments should be

prepared with the relesse of each draft mle.

Atrerparives Apalvsis

The altematives analysis contained in Lhe Bnvironmental Asgessment Fails to
eomsider a broad enough range of alternatives that will achieve environmenial objectives.
Whensver the SCAQMD adopte a rule, California law requires the agency to analyze the
socipeconomic impacts of the adoption, ncluding “the availability snd cost ellectivensss of
alternatives w the e or regulation” {Healih & Safely Codg § 40440.8). The Environmentsl
Assesement rejects withont analysis available and more cost-cffective sltematives that meet the
SCAQMD s air quabity objectives, auch az Green Diess] Technology and other advanced Jiesel
| technologics. The altermatives analysis, therefore, should be medified.

The alternatives analysis iz spocifically delicient in several respects. First, the
Environmental Aszcssnent fails w consider a fuel noutral alicrnaiive, A fuel newtral sirategy has
many envirgnmental and other benefits. These benefiis include encouraging {he broadest ranze
of altematives and technologies to continue to rediec cmissions, Feel neutrality provides
incentives for natural gas, dicscl and other technelagies to continue to improve from an

emizeions standpoint through competition. A fucl neulral strateoy sives govermimental ageneics,
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school distriets aind private fleet operators more flexibility in meeting both emvirommental and

nther impartant ebjcctives in # manner that is most cost-effective, Fusl newlrality is 2lso mete

couilable, Mo tecinelogy should be excluded in the absence of a valid health and safcly concem,
especially when that technology achieves articulated envirermental ebjectives.

Althgush the City of Loz Angeles, in ils comments on the Wotice of Prepamtion
atd Mitial Study for Bule [ 190, requested analysis of 2 fucl neutral complianes opticn
{Environmental Assessment at C-1-5), the Environroencal Assessment fails to ovalwate this
option. In responsc lo the Cily™s comment, the Bnvironmental Asseszment claims that “fuel
neulrabily i3 aleeady a component of the cement versions of the proposed flect wehiele rules.”
{Environmental Assessment at O-1-19). This asscrtion is nod true in that becausze the
Crviconenental Assessment cxpressly "disailows” advanced diesel feehnology (Bnvitonmental
| Asscssment a1 5-2), the rules effectively require natural gas for aimost all vehicle eategones.

By disallowing advanced dicssl teshnology, the Environmental Asscasmenl
denies agencics the opporlenily (o explore neore feasible and cost-effestive ways of achjeving the
air quality saals of the proposed rules. In most product eategories, very fow allematives exist if
adwanced dicsel shtematives are elliminated. For the school bos category, International is nof
aware of any otler alternative 0 compressed natural gas if advanced diesel is dliminated.
“The Environmeotal Assessment should be revised to inslude a truly fuel newtral altemative that
|_allows all technologies that meet spstilic ernissions standards,

Evalpation of Advenced Dicse] Techooloies

Internaticnal representatives have met with the SCAQMIY on muimercus occasions
to provide juformation, including conission and technical, cost, and other informuation about
Green Diesel Technology, International also has proserted For review a demonztration school
bus equipped with Green Dicscl Technology that it intends to offer for sate wilhin approximately
17 months. Sinilar advanced diezel technology is slrcady in operation both throughout Europe
for neariy 10 years and in a pilet program that International participates in wilh the San Diego
[nified School District. There, 10 Green Dicsel school buses have heen in servics sinoe Outaber
1999, International has infonmed the SCAQMD staff and Board members that intend s to offer
_on the markst vehicles equipped with Green Diesel Technology.

In addition to a fuc] neuiml aplien, internationad requests assessmoent of an option
expressly allowing advanced diesel teclnelogy as a compliance option under each of the
propesed fleet rules and for the propesed {leet mles applicable to school buses, in particular.
Advanced diescl technologies that use ultrz-low sulfur fuels such as Infernational’s Groen Diess]
Teghnology are proven fechnologics. Advanced diese] technology using oltxa-low sulfir firel has
been successfully impleraented for nearly 10 years in Europe, where over 6,400 vehicles are in
seriice. Previously, the primary barrier po the feasibility of advanced diesel technologies in the

__Umited States was the availability of sulfir luel with 2 sulfiur content below 15 ppm. A3 noted

3-20 | below, thiz bavricr no longer existe. The Environnentsl Assessment is inadequate in that il fails

June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

3-20
cont.

3-21

3-22

3-23

Mir, Damren Stroud
Aqreel 25, 2000
Pagpc 7

to anakyze s= A compliance option the availability of advanced dicsel technologiss—including
| Green Diesel Technology.

Advanced diasel tachnolozies, including Green Diesel Technology, provide
cumparable or better emissions levels than the other complianes strategies, have no land use
impacts, and are loss expensive than other compliance technelogies. Green Diciel Teochnology
consists of o combinaticn of (17 optimized cngine calibralion t¢ minimize MNCx and other
emissions, (2) cxhaust afler-lrastmment in the form of a Contimeonsly Regencrating Trap {"CRT™)
1o redluce particulate emizslons, and (3) tho use of an wltre-low-sulfor fuel. These components,
taken tegether, can resull in a new peneration of diesel engines thal are equisvalent to or beteer

than other clean buming vehicles from an emissions standpoint.

Grocn Dissel Technology provides aiv quality benedits that are equal o or batter
thean other compliance options. Specifically, this lechnology reduces particulate emissions morc
than 50% below cuirent levels apd below the U5, EPA’s and Califomnia Air Resources Board's
capegted 2007-2010 baavy-duty engine cmiszion standards, With Green Diesel technaology,
particulate levels are 30% lemrer than the livvest emission-cettificd natural gas engins and MOk
levels are significantly reduced to 3.0 g/bhp-hr, which equals NOx emission levels of some of
the better selling matural 95 eoaines and is cleansr than methano] engines, Inaddition,
hyeocarlon emissions are below measerement capability and the exhaust produces no smoke o
amell,

Tallez 1 and 2 (below) slow (he resalis of eraissions comparizons conducted by
Intemational of Groen DHess]l Technoleay and other altemative fuel cogines, Table |
demonsirates the vesulte of 2 comparison with 8 methanol-fueled engines. Table 2 shows a
compatison of Green Diesel Technology against two natural gas cogines. “Bus Engine A” is 2
John Deere 350 CWG 6.5 Liter engine, the best-selling natural gas engine for scheol buscs in the
United States, “Bus Engine B is the Comming B3.9G cnping. As shown jo thege talles,
methanol and natural gas FM and HC ergissions reduciions are significantly cxccoded with
Green Diesel Tecimelogy. MNOx emissions reduclions associated with methanal are also
significantly sxceeded with Green Diesel Technology, MOx emissions levels associated with
naturad gas are either lower than or comparabile to Green Diesel Technology.
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Table 1: Green Diescel Techrology Comparison to
Methanel Equivalent Heavy-Duty Benchrark g/bhp-hr
Groen Bhiesel Technolegy DDC MAs V-5
School Bus

P {.005 AAPES
NOx 10 41
HO 0 0.2

Table 3: Green Diesel Technology Comparison to CNG g/bbp-hr

Green Diesel Bus Engine A Bus Engine B
Techrolegy School Bus

PM 000 0.07 00802
NOwx 30 332 2.601.7%
HC 0 0.5 .06

*rith catalyst

The Environmental Assessment jestifies its exclusion of advanced diesel
technologics by repeatedly and incorrectly sugyesting thal the required low-gulfur fiel is
ungvailable and that thercfore the lechnology is speeulative (Environmental Assessent at 2-12).
These asseriions are in fact incorvect, On Decomber 13, 1999, ARCO Products Company
ARCO™ annowneed that it wonld make wlira-low sulfur fucl available w centrally-fueled fleet
wihicle gwners and operators, Subscquently, Bguilen, 2 joint venture of Shoil Oil and Texace,
requested approval From the Caltfornia Alr Rescurces Board 1 make lowsulfur fuel available in
Morthern California, It iz cxpected thae ether major ofl companics will EBllow suit. International
has presented this information to the SCAQMD on numerous occasions. The Ervironmental
Azsegement’s evaluation of advanced diesel technologies should be rewrilten 1o consider the
current availability of lew sulfur fucls,

In addition, much of the informaion contained i the Environmental Assessment
reparding advanced diesel technology is severely outdated. The Environmentsd Assessment

| relics on technelogically incomeet reports and statistics pertaining to older digse] technology hat

3-26 |_ produced significantly higher emissions lovels, The Environmental Asssssment fuils to consider
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recent studics and cemparisons among advanced dicsel technology and alternative clean foels.
Several studies, inclueding "A Comparative Analysis of the Feasibility and Cost of Complizncs
with Potential Eulure Emission Standards for Heavy-Duty Yehicles Using Diesel or Watural
Gas," prenaved in February 2000 by Sierra Research for Califormians for a Sound Fuel Steateey;
"Use of Allemative Tuels in Transit Buses," prepared by the U3, General Accounting Cffice In
Crecember 1999 as a Repord o Congressional Committees; "Fuel Stralegies fon Fabirs Bus
Procurements: Final Report,” preparcd by Lhe Transis Operations Department of the Los Angeles
County Metropoliten Transit Authority in Angust 1999, "Final Report: Analysis of Costs and
Criissions Associated with the Replacement of Transit Bus Fleets," preparcd by Viledla Group in
Cictober 19499 for the California Transit Association; and "Fueling Heavy Duty Trucks: Dicsel or
Matueal Gas?" prepared by the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis in January 2000 have examined
|_advanced diesel technology nrore receotly than the American Institute of Chemical Enginsers
“tudy cited in the Envirorimental Assessment.' The more rocent studies olfer 2 more accurate
comparison because they take into account current market and technological advances. These
stndies consider some of the bazards and drawbacks associated with netural gas and move fairky
cvaluate benefits to be derved from advanced diesel technology, Wo rcquost thal the
Environmentsl Assessment be revised to consider the information set forth in the reports oited
herain Any assessment of advansed diesel technology nust incorporale vpdated and accurate
information such ac that provided here and previows)y provided by Intermational to the

| SCAML.

Consideration of updated information reveals that advanced diesel teclmology
would mest the 5CAQMD s covironmental obiectives with fewer land use, sost, and
socioeconomic impagts. The information submitted to the SCAQMD shows that advanced dicsel
technology can achisve the SCAQMD's desired emissions reductions objeclives, In addition,
advanced diesel technology does not require constouction of new refueling facilitics, thus
minimizing fand use impacls associated with siting refucling stations and short tenn construction
__Irnpadts,

Advanced diescl tochnology also provides significant air quadity benelis due to
lower eosts and the abilily of fleet operatore to roplage older higher emitting vehicles more
quickly. The deater net cost of dicse] wehicles is Jower than that of other vehicles. For example,
tlie diescl version of & Blue Bird “All American RE” sohaol bus capable of fransporting 34
pasasneers costs 563,454, The dealer net cost of the natiral gas version costs is $32,500 more, at
$95,954, The retail prices paid by schoel disiricls would be proportionately higher, These
higher vehicle costs would have to be bome by school districls and public agencies, whoac

akility to apply funds trwards cdueation and other public services would consequently be

! Far the convenience of the SCAQKD, » copy of the Harvard Cenier for Kisk Analysis study is
artached hereto as Exhibil A, Coples of all smdics ane heing submitted vnder scparate sover dus
ta their comtdned length.
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soverely impacted. As a result, fleet turnover would be delayed as older vehicles would remain
in service longer, therehy prolonsing current adverse air quality impacls.

Begause the SCAGMD has been provided information that diffiers signiticantly
fecm infonmation set forth in 1he Enviremnental Assesanrent, the SCAQMD musd includs and
analyze such infornmation in the Environmental Assessment. When pertinent information is
readily availablo, a load agency's failure to include it within an covironmeni#i assessment may
constitete wy abuse of discration pursnant to Califoria Envizonmental Quality Act (“CEQA™)
Guidelines § 15151, which ¢atls for sufficient analysis in evalating sovironmental consequences
and “adeguacy, completaness, and a pood Eaith effort at full disclosore” (Kings Coundy Farm
Bureay, {1990) 221 Cal App.2d 692, 730-737 (Ewvironmental impact report was deficient
hespuse it omitted "subatantial information" about the vse of natural gas;, Court of Appeal
emphasized the need (ot a “quantitative, comparative analysis™ of the relative environmental
| _impacts of project altermatives. )}

Combingd Review of Sovee Differeeg Reles

The proposed fleet vehicle rules wers orginally proposed in ane rle, Rule 1190,
which applied ta “any” fleet vehicle. {Environmenial Assessraent at 2-7.3 In responses (o
eosments Teccived during the MOPAS comunent period s well a5 comments received at the
Public Workshop/CEQA Scoping Meoling on December 21, 1999 and the Public Warkshops
lheld on January 21, 2000 and February 16, 2000, Buls 1190 wsas divided into seven different
ruies according to vehicle iyps, The primary basis for separating the rules was that compliance
opiions diffsred by vehicle type,

The rationzle for dividing Fule 1190 should also apply to reguics mle-specilic
environmental analysis. Becanse environmental impacts, cosls, and agpropriate alblernatives vary
mnong vehicle categories, a single environmental assessment covering all rules 15 inadequats o
analyze the specific compliance optiens under consideration for each separate fleet mle
applicable 1 vehicle cateporics. Furlhenmore, as noted above, the Environmental Assessment
purpetts to anabyze impasts of rules not yet drafied, Without rale-specific envirommental
gssessinent and without knowing what the language of each rule, the public does not have an
adequate opporenily to understand and comment on the alternatives being considered for sach
rile. The Environmental Assessmant should either be revised W contain more detailed analysis
of the impacts, costs, and alternalives associated with each proposcd Tuls, or separats
assessmonts should be prepared for each proposed rule. The pullic must have an opportunity to
comment following the release of preposed rule language for cach mle,

Costs and irgmmrestaf Dapacrs af Movdy rirsifivg Frals

The Enviromnental Assessmaent is flawed bocauss it [ails to adequately snalyze
the covizonmental and sociceconomic impacts of transiticning to the alicmative luels permitted
under the proposed rules.
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The Environmental Assessment fails to adoquatcly consider the land wse impacts
presented by fuel alternatives that require new relbeling stations. As suggested by the City of
Los Angeles (Bovironmental Assessment at C-1-6), siting aptions bor such statigng are limited
within the Dismict. The land use impasts of linding refueling station locations and any localized

iipacts resuling lrom the rerowting of vehicles to gof to fucling locations st e examined.

The Environmental Assesament is funber Dawed in that it fails to analyze the
inpact of moving to high eost alternative fele on fleet tunover for older vehieles. Altemative
fuzl vehicles cost more than sdvanced dicscl lechnology vehicles in a variety of respects. {Sco
school bus comparizon, abeve.) These costs include higher refueling infrmstructine oosts,
acquisition and operational costs, Beeanss poblic agencies” {and school districts in particulic)
ability to purchase ness vehicles and replace older vehicles is constrained by limited
eovernmental fimding sources, altematives that require using higher cost alternative [uel options
will necessacily retard the speed of replacing older vehicles by govermental agencies. An
alternative that allows advanced diesel technalogy witl resulbt in a faster raie of replacerment of
higher-emizzions vehicles. Becanse of fower infrastructure, acquisition and operational costs, the
Envirommental Assezzment showld quantify and compare the cmissions bepefits and impacts
associated with different repiacement rates comparing altenatives that allow and do nol allow
advaneed diese] eehnology as a compliance oplion, The Envirpmnental Assessment is deficiont
becanse it ignores and Eils 0 quantily the adverse emissions impacl of retaining older vehicles
and cflectively excludes the most cost offective compliance options—namely advanced diesed
teclnologies—which would allow flests to more quickly replace older, higher emitting velicles.

Furthermore, Hmited funding existe for the Cevelopment of infrastructine to
transilion to ciean fiel vehicles and cosls associated with the on-going operation of such
vehicles, These costs present an additiona) disincentive to purchass new low emission velicles,
Matey of these coats would not be triggered il advanced diesel technology is permilied 95 2
complisnee option. The Buvironmental Asscesment neels (o better examine and compars
aperatiotal costs in 1his Sontext,

Finally, the Environmental Assezsment provides no nisk analysis of the hazards
presenled by tatural gas. As the evaluation sels [orth it the Harvard Center for Bisk Asseasment
and the other studics cited herein indicate. Watural gas vehicles puse hazacds including Increased
risk of fire and explosion both wilh respecl 1o vehicle aperation as well as vehicle mainienanse
and refucling, The assessment of safety risks docs little more than provide aneedotal and
ineomplete information. A quantitative tisk analysis shonld be prepared sormpariog natursd gas
1o advanced diesel techmology,

Ton addition to thess general conunents, Intemations] submits the fellowing
specific comments with respect to individual scetions of the Environmental Assessment.
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Lxovitive Nuvimntar

3-37

3-38

3-39

3-40

Envirommental Assessment at 1-2. The language of the rle also applics to
private vehicle flests. Private fleots include private delivery tucks {e.g2.,
United Parcel Service), repair and service trucks {c.z., bow trucks; plumbing,
electricity, and cable irucks), merchandize delivery velicles, and privato
wansportation vehicles, Please cxplain whether the SCAQMD has evaluated
the impacts of these vehicles.

Bovirommental Asscesment at 1-8. The Environmental Assessonent relics
heavily on the hultiple Air Toxics Exposwre Stady §L study (“MATES 117),

which Inlemationgl maintaine does not accurately calimale the congentration
of diesel exhzust particulate io ambisnt ait within the South Coast Air Basin,
Intemmticna] supports the SCAQMEYs offorts to sludy expesure to alr toxics,
and haz submitled comments reparding MATES I Speeifically, Intemationai
tas ueped modifieations to the report that ensure a sound scientific basis and
more seourate reflection of the potential risks fo cifieens [Tom exposiee to air
pollotants. International reguests that the Enviroomental Assessment anglysis
reflest and ingorporate Intemational's sugpested modilcations to the MATES
1T shudy.

Envitcnmental Aszcesment ab 1-15. T it analysis of indirect air quality
imspacts, the Environmenial Assezsment concludes, “significant adverse air

quality impacts are not expected from the implementation of the proposed
fleet vehicle ules and melatsd amendinents. ™ This statement is incorreot. The
propused Ffleet vebicle rules prosent potential indirect air quality impacts in
several arcas. As discussed more fally belowr, the Environmental Assessmesnt
[ails to coneider land wse impacts related 1o the siting of new refueling
stations. The Environmental Assesstnent also fails to analyee localized
impants, such as local traffic impacts relaled o the relocation of fueling
infrastoucture, Becasse gettain conventional vehicle fucling locations do not
have room to add alternative fucl infrastrocture, the fleet rules will roquire that
neve fueling fagitities be sited in new locations, affeeting different
connunitics and potentially exposing such communities to air guality, trallic,
neige and other impacts. Refucling stalions may be lgcated in areas that will
cxporicnes impacts once alternative fel yehicles are reroatedd Lo these areas.
Theza impacts necd to be addressed in the revised assessment.

Environmental Asscazmental |-16. The Envirommental Assezsment
conelirdes thar transportation/circulation inpacts asseciated with the proposed

rules will be insignificant. Interpational disputes thiz conclusion. The
Envirerimental Assesament fiails (o adeguately consider impacts resulting from
the relocalion of celleling stations. As noted gbove, the City of Los Angeles
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3-40
cont.

3-41

3-42

3-43

3-44

has coomnented thal siling relveling stations within the Distoict will prescnt
land use impacie that have not beon adequately examined {Environmental
Azzssment ab C-1-6). Raged on these land wae constraints, refucling stations
may be located in arcas where tralfic impacts would result. The siting of now
localions may present new air quality, noise, traffic 4nd other impacts to
previously uaffected noighborheods, Transpertation and circulation inpacts
need W assessed in light of these possibilitics.

Epvirgnrnental Assessment at 1218, The Bnvironmenia] Assessment states
that the Initisl Stuwdy concluded that the project would have ne signilicant
direct or indirect adverse effects oo 8 of 15 envirenmental topics. Tho
SCAQMD defends its finding of “no signifcanl impacts”™ far thoze 3 topics on
the basis that no comments were received to refute this concluzion. Al least
with respest to land use, geophysical, and noise impacis, this claim is false, as
the City of Los Angoles commented an the issue m its comment lellsr
comtaired in the Environenental Asscssment (Crvivomrental Assessment at C-
13, Regardloss of an absence of public comnrent on this izsus, the SCAGMD
should examine these impacis on a mle-by-role basis, ag the Injtial Study
addressed a diflecent, mmore global nule.

Cnvirgnrentsl Aaseceiment at 1-18, The Environmental Assessment's
dismissal of § ol 15 environmental bopics In its nitial study results in o Jefect
in the Environmental Asscssmsol, The proposed mles have the potential (o
rezult in significant impacts in 2 number of thosc arcas in which
environmental analysis was not perlormed, The following topics should be
cvaluated in the Environmental Assessment for polenlial imepracts.

Eand nzg and plvuing. The SCAQMD has [ailed to consider the
ohzervations of the City of Loe Angeles that the proposed rules pregent
potentially significant impacts o kod use and planming. Such impacts
would result fromn changes in land vse for purpeses of siting refueling
stations. Potenfisl impacts wonld result from such changes 45 zoning
ondinates modifications and may be cunwlative, The propozed nales
tnay also require siting cefieling statons and locating refucling moutes in
neighborhonds, including residenlial neighborhends not previously
impzcted by wehicle fleet operations.

Grophysical tmpaats. The SCAQMD also failad o covsider the
obssrvations of the City of Los Angeles that the proposed rulss may
resuit in potentially significant geophysicat impacts. The SCACKWD
proviously conclnded that because refucling stations would be primarity
located in industoizl arcas, no geophysical impacts would result. In
response, the City of Los Angeles identificd potential impacts asseciated
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3-44
cont.

3-45

3-46

3-47

with infrastrecture for vehicles which primarily serve recreational or
residential arcas nol proximate 0 indostrial refueling stations. Broosuse
refueling locations for anch vohiches oy not be resteicted to Industrial
arcaz, consiruciion ol such stations may vesult in potentially significant
geophysical impacts.

Moize. Similarly, the Cily of Los Anseles also identified potential
impacts aggoeiated with refueling stations localed adjaeent 1o patks and
residenlial aress, These potentially significant noise impacts showld be
agzeaged.

Culftural Resonrees, [tz unclear whers nesw construction will take
place. Due o that wneertainty, cultwal resourccs may be impacted by
the infrastructure requircoents of aliermative fiel stations.

Secondwry Buvivormental Fnpacts from Ecanomin finparcts. Az nated
ghove, allowing advanced diesel technology as & corupliance alternative
would eoable agensies k& ake advantage of lower infrastructure
acquisition and operational costs that epable fagter fieet mmovwer, This
is especially true because of lesser operating ranges of allemative fuel
vehicles. The environmental impacts of disparate fleet fmmover rates
should be examioed.

Project Description.

3-48

3-49

3-50

»

Enyirpgmental Assessment at 2-7. Three of the projecl objeciives contained
in the Environmemlal Assessment promote “altemative clean-fucled

technologies” To the cxtent these objeclives are not revised according fo the
modifications snggested above, “altemutive cloan-fueled technelagies™ should
ittclode advanced dicse] lechnoloagies.

Environmental Assessmcnt gt 2-7, The Enviconmental Assessment states as

one of its objectives “increasing the availability of funding for aliernative
elean-fueled wehicle technofogy.™ “Alternative clean-fireled technelogics™
should be dafined to include advanced dicse] technology,

Envivonmental Assessoent at 2-14. The Environraental Azsessment claims

that, "[i]n arder to provide a conscrvative celimale of the potential abr quality
benefits associzsted with the proposed flest vehicle mles and related
amendmente, the SCAQMDr used an unscaled vehicle pepulation.™ Pleaze
explain the term "wnscaled vehicle population and what vehicles weare

ncluded and excliuded from the analysis.
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Dxiiting Serlig,
¢  FBnwironmental Azzessment at 3-38. The Environmental Asscssmient contains
alist of non-petvoleum, altemative clesn fwels. Low suifur diesel should not
be excluded from ke list of non-petrolemm, altermative cloan fuels, The list
inghudes methanol, but cxcludes advanced dissel technelogy using ultna-low
3-51 sulfur fuel and jpnores the fact that such bcchnology, melading Gireen Diesel
Technology, achicves lower emissions levels conpared to motheds wilh
respect to 2l relevant eriteria pollulants, Tither low sulfur fuel shonld be
mcluded az an altempative fuel, or the focuz of the Projecl thould be reduce
amizsion levels.
3-52 =« Envirommnentsl Assessmenl gl 3-75, Again, low-salfir fuel and Green Diessl

3-53

Technology should be added to the list of allemative clean fuels.

+ Enviggpmental Assessment at 381, In its analysis of CNCG and LNG, the
Bnvironmental Assessment falls to discuss relevant information abont salery
hazards encountered by natural gas vehieles atd thelr fueling inftastructure.
These hazards have included increased risk of {ire and explasion both with
respect o vehicle operation ag well as vehicle maintenance and refueling.
Tius section should be revized to include a thoroueh quantitative visk
assessmrent comparing overall safety risks of natiral gas and other compliance
oplions, incuding advanced dicse] technology,

Ewvipapmental Tnpoces amd Mifigaiion,

3-54

3-55

+ Brnvironmettal dsgessinent at 4-B. The Environmental Assessinent
incomestly labels the availability of low-sulfur fucl as “speculative,” Az noted
above, the availability of low-sullir el ig in fact a certainty. The
Environmental Assesmment should not dismiss advanced digsel technology as
a viable compliance allernative and sbauld evaluate the environmental and
soGiceonamic impacts and benefits of such & sieslegy compared 1o other
compliance approaches.

+ Brviromnental Assgssment at 4-11. Table 4-6, which paports to compare

the performance of conventicnal fusls 1o aliemative clean fuels, is
significantly fawed. The table Telies heavily on & 1997 study by the
Ameriean Institute of Chetpical Engineers (*ATCHE"™) and concludes that
(NG, TP, and RPG present the best overall ellernatives to conventiomal
pazoline “based on curvent technology.” (Bovirommental Asscssment al 4-59.}
The Enviromoental Asseszment mast also consider more recent studies. Such
studies include those conducted by the Los Angeles Comnty Metropolitan
Transportation Authority (“LACMTA™), the General Accounting Office,
Sicrra Fesearch, the itetra Group, and the Harvard Center for Risk Analysis,
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3-55
cont.

3-56

3-57

3-58

3-59

which have ¢onsidered and compared diescl, natural gas and gasoline veiicles
fior operational, peiformance, enviconmental and cost mopacts, and found that
advaneed diesel techuology presents » superior allernative,

* Environmentsl Assessment at 4-11, Table 4-G is also significantly flawed
becauss the AIKCHE conclusions and fhe reporied indices for diesel and other
altematives are nol suppartsd by more recent infonmation available to the
SCAOMD including that cited above. It 13 elear feom fhe diesel statistics cited
i thie Environmental Assessment that the ATChE study relied on outdated
diesel statistics and failed to cxaming advanced diese] technology vsing ubbia-
low sulfur fusl. The Enviromnental Assessinent must consider 2]l relevant
availalle information, not just the cetdated AICKE study.

The table's numerical values for veiigle cost index of 5.0 for a dicscl
vehicke and 4.6 for 2 CHNG vehicle do net reflest the broad cost advantages
of advaneed diesal technology. Tfonnation submitked to Lhe SCACHL
demonstrates that the cost of acquisiion of CNG buses and medium-duty
trucks curcently is approximately 50% more than advanced diess|
technology vehicles, In addilion, CING bus operating costs are 40%4-30%
higher than advanced diesel techuology, The table’s numerical vabues
should reflect this 40-508% cosl dilferential in favor of advanced diczcl
technologies.

The Environmental Aszessment also s ingormest in i conclusion that
(CHG has 3 higher net eperey efficiency than dicsel.  Although the Table
atates that the net cnorgy cfficieney index for diesel = 4.9 and that of CNG
is 5.0, in Eact, advanced diese] technology is 4% more efficient than
other teclutologics including CING.  The fact that diesel technologics are
signilicantly more fiiel efficient than netural gas is supported by the
LACMTA and Huarvard Center {or Risk Analysis studics and the
aumerigal vahies should be reversed und the disparity significantly
increased to refleot that difference.

With respect (o non-mesenhouse emisaions, the table containg an index of
1.0 for diesel, 3.9 for methanal and 4.5 for CNG. These relative valucs
are also incorrect. Green Diesc] Tochnology produces significantly lowar
HC, PM, and NOx erpizsions as compared to methanol, Comiparsd w0
natural gas, BPA certificd tosling fuel Jata erissions of PM produced by
Orcen Diessl school buses are 30% lower than PR levels {or natural gas
buses—and school buses utilizing Green Diesel Techuology produce no
HC emissions. Recause Creen Dicsel Teshnelogy produces significantly
lerweer P cmissions and ng HEC emissions while producing comparable
WO emissions, the fipures in the tahle are significantly flawed.
Advanced diesel techrology should recsive an eguivalent or higher
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3-59
cont.

3-60

3-61

3-62

3-63

3-64

rmmerical value taking inlo acgoont its relative P, HC, and NOx
emissions characieristics.

With respect to greenhonze cmissions, the lable enntaine an index of 3.1
for dicaul and 4.5 for CMG. These values arc alse conlrary W Green
Biese] Technology, which emits significantly fewer greenhouse gascs thin
any ofher teshnoloey. The President's Grognhouse gas strategy
encourages fhe use of diese] technology precizely becanse of s 1ower
carban monoxide emissions,

The SCAQOMD needs to explain the source of its diese] statistics and muat
include accurate numbers B advanced diesel technolagy.

Environmeniy] Assessment at 4-13. In examining the estimate] refative
toxicity of diesel and natwral gas fusled transit buses, school buses, and all
other H Ve, the Enyironmental Asscsament appears to exclude some Phis
when evalusling CNG. For diegel-bazed vehicles, tolal PV emissions were
amalyzed, while for ONG, however, toxie risk was estimated based on the PMM
contribution of only ¢ertain constituents: nickel and hexavalent chrormium
amnissions, and the NMMHC cmissions of formaldelsde, acetaldchyds, benkens,
and 1,3 butadiene amigsions. Because there is no evidenee that particulates
kot advanced diesc] tochnelagy dilfer in character from nafural gas
parliculaies, and the hasts of the toxicily Ondings with respect to diesel arc in
dizpute, all particulales should be included in the toxicity sssessment for
natural pas. 1f the SCAQMD assummes that diesel panticulates arc toxis, CNG
particulales should not be assumed harmless, cspeciaily given the lack of
tesearch in this arca. This is espesially the case since natural gas particluates
bave been found to contain significantly mere patticulates of smaller
dimensions (nanoparlicles) and these nano-particles are believed to raise
signilicant health concerns. The analysis should drary a comparizon botwoen
natural 2as and Groen Diesel Technelogy and must consider 2od evainate the
potantial health impacts of natursl gas nano-particles.

Enviranmental Acsessmont gl 4-26, The Envircnmental Assezsmenl

anlicipates that oo additional employces will be negded to perform fiel
delivery dutics under the new sules. Qreanized labor representatives have
indieated, howesrer, that beoause of Lthe differences in natural gas ropairs,
purchasing of nalural gas vehickes resulis in proater oulsourcing of repair
fupetions by govermuent ageneies. The environmental impacts of performing
repairs 31 adgitional and different locations and the related socloscenomic
impacts manst be analyzed.

Environmentpl Assessment at 4-30 to 4-37. The section on “elean diess]
technology™ does not accoum [or Gresn Diese] Teclmology, Green Drigget
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Technology mests lower emissions levels than those described in the "clean
diese] technelogy™ section of Envicornental Assessment, The statlement that
the availability of advanced diese] technology is "mostly speeniative and
unguanbifiable" is incorrect. (Bovironmentsl Assessment ab 4-32)) Advanesd
diese] tectmology has been sucoess(ully iraplemented throughont Europe and
3-64 haz been in use at the San Diego Unified Scheool Distriet sinee Gotober 1959,
cont. With the recent announcements of lvw-sielfar fuel availability, and
International’s plans ko offer on the market vehieles equipped with Green
Itese] Technology, advanced diezel technology will be commercially
avpilalle within 12 months, As noted above, International has nrade the
SCAQMD aware of this information through numerous meatings and
technology demonsteations. Ry gontrast, methanol technology iz nol readily
available on the market in many produst catégaries and dhere are no
indications sugresting that the prodoct will become available reastaably $oon,

« Environmental Assggament gt 4-33. The Bnvironmental Aszessmienl sugaests
that the use of advanced dicsel lcehnology may lead to potential air quality
impacts 1E changes in infrastrcture, such as fucl supply or delivery, oceur.

3-65 Intemational is unawars of aoy potential infrastucture changes rsquicsd by

Lovwe-suil fur el other than in cazes where a [leet aperator cannot dedicake an

existing dicsed tank {or ultra-low sulfir fircl. The SCAQMD sheuld elaborate

an what infrastructure changes il expects would be warmranted.

« Environmental Assessmenl gt 4-30, The Envirenntental Assessmeont
3-66 concindes that the uze of P filters in comunstion with alira-low sulfir dicscl

fuel will not result in significant adverse air quality impacts. Intemational
_ agpees with this conclusion,

=  Environmental Asvessment at 4-41, The Goviroanmental Aszessment

concludes that ¢entralized refueling related to the proposed fleet vehicle rules
are not anticipated to generale signiltcant direct or indirect operational-relaled
3-67 it guality impacts. As stated abowe, [ntermational disagrees with this
conclusion bocauss #ir quality impacts will be relocated to different
conununities due to siting refueling locations and differsnt transporeation
routes to those locations, The SCAQMD sheuld quantify and re-cxaming
these impacts.

« Dnviromnental Assessment af 4-58, The “Indirsct Transportation/Cieculation
Effcets™ section f2ils to analyze operational impacts of iransiliening to natural
3-68 gas, A bansition to natural gas will require refueling stations that have yet to
b gited. These stations may be located in areas that will require 2 rerouting of
traffic through comarnities and neighborboods not previously impacied. The
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3-68
cont.

3-69

3-70

3-71

Afteruais

3-72

potential traffic and cirevlalion impacts (o these communities mast be
cvaluated.

+ Enoyirpproental Assessment ot 4-78, 4-82, 4-92, The “Hazards Elfects”
section contains inadequale anadysis of the safety and hazard risks of the use
ol nateral gas. The anecdotal data contained in the Bovirgnmental
Asseszmenf 15 insufficient. Tn addition, the SCAQMD should assess the
potential environmenntal impacts of slorage reguirements patticular to CNG,
LG and propane, such as whether buffer zones would be prowvided arpund
storage facilitics, and whether sweh facilities are required to be maintained
above-ground, onlike diescl. A guantitative dsk apalysiz of vartous

| complisnes oplicns shauld be prepared.

+ Environmgrlal Assessment at 497, Under "Environmental Impaots Found
Mot To Be Significant,” the Environmental Assessment conclndes that the

proposed rules will nok affect present or planned leod uses within the District.
The City of Los Angeles has cotmmented with respect to thiz issue
{Erwircrmental Assessment at C-1-63, indicating that there are likely to be
problems associated with siting vefueling infrastructure and LNG, Methang]
and other altcrnative frel prodection fcilities within the South Coast Air
Basin. The SCACQMD has not adequately responded to these corments.

+ Epvireomental Assessiment 2t 4-102, The Envirenmental Assessment
"Economic and Social Jopacls™ section ignoves the potential for hizher flest

turroer nnder an advanced dicsal teshnalory aliternative, as described above,
The impacts of delayed conversion to alternative fuels dus to bigh costs must

be carefully studicd, with & rule-by-nile comparizon, which includos snalyiis

uf advanced diesel technology,

.
Walll 1]

+ Epvirontoental Assesement at $-2, Tuble 5-1 describes alternatives
recommcnded by the public and whether those alicmuatives were rejected or
incorporated into the alternatives analysis, The Envitemnental Assessment
claims that the “Fael Meutral Emission Standard™ altemnative has baen
incorporated, stating that “[\he proposed fleet vehicle mies are considered
Tuel neurral becavse affected flect owners have a range of clean firels hey can
usec for complignes, The only major fus] type net allowed by the proposed
nrles iz clean diczel bevanse the techinglogy is cumently not avasilable,"
{Cnwiremnental Asgessment at 5-2). As explaingd above, advanced diesel
technology is in fact available, Advanced diesel technolozy is available and
in usge thwoughout Burope in over 6,400 vehicles. Furthermore, the rle is not
fuel noutral if very few altemnatives are available, Boeavss Intermational is not
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3-72
cont.

aware of any methanal buses curremly available on the marked, practicaily
speakting, CNG school buses will be the only prodoct offered as a compliance
oplion in the school bus velicle category. In practical temmns, the Alles are not
fuel neutral.

For the foregoing reasons, Internationad requesis that the Environmental
Assessment be revised to include new praject abjectives, that each alternative he analyzed

3-73 azainst the new objectives, that 3 rule-bry-tule analysis be conducted, that an sdvanced diesel

technalogy be considered and analyzed as a complianes optien, and that a revised environmental
aseesgrent be recircutaled for public comment,

Infermational appreciates the opportunity to submil thess comments in response to

the Brivireomerntal Assezament and looks forwvard to contimedng to work with the SCAQMI»
develop effoclive strategies for achieving clean air gouls.

= =N

Sincoraly,

[Namnot Yadsvender_

Manager, Ervivonmental Staff, Engine
Enginecoring

SCAGMD Board Members
hir. Baery Wallerstein, 3CAQMD
hit. Jack Broadhont, SCACQKMD
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BY 11AND DELIVERY

T Drarren Siroud BATE; Aprid 26, 2000
FILE BIO.2

FRAM; Estela de Llanos SORES T

EUBJECT!

Enclosed pleasze find the alreove-referenced comunent letter sent to you vesterday
wia fax. Alst enclosed are the foliowing sludies gited in the comment lelttern

Bubibit A Hacvard Cenler for Risk Anabysis, Fuefing Meavy Duty Trucks:
Diezel or Nanwral (Fas? Tanuaoy 2000,

Expibit B: Sierra Research, Inc., A Comparative Analvsis of the Feasibilicy and
Cast of Complianee with Potential Puttirs Emigsion Stondards for
Heavy-Duey Velicles Using Dicsel or Natrrel Gos, Pebruary 14,
2000.

Bahibif (3 Elnited States General Accounting OFfice, Uie of Afernpiive Fuels in
Trarsit Buses, Drecember 1995,

Exhibit 1 Vitetla Group, Final Bepert: Analysiv of Costs and Emissions
Assoeizted with the Replacement of Transit Bus Fleets, October 1,
15099,

Fxhibit B: Los Angeles County Motropolitan Transil Authority, Fuel Strategies
Jor Future Bug Procurements: Final Repord, Augirst 1999,

Interrational requests that these mateeials be included with tts comment letter as
part of the administrative record, If you have any questions regarding this submission, please do
not hositake 40 call s at 213/801-7814,

GRS * HOHS Hi LCACLd = e pSyiaTrm ® B DRSO * Hew Te s " Dovmxy Cocnim - D DR " Shcd Froacsl i G+ 5 ol Yauly " Dot " To-ma " Ahdaasaics, 0.5,

T POCTS19 164 [997]
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COMMENT LETTER 3: INTERNATIONAL TRUCK AND ENGINE
CORPORATION

Response 3-1: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 815126.6, 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
815126.6(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.

H-3-22 June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

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 815000, 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
840001(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 840448.5) is authority wholly separate from the authority relied upon for
the fleet rules. Health & Safety Code 840448.5 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 8040448.5.1). 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
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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
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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 815168, 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
815168(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 815168(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
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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
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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 840447.5. 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
NOXx 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.
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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 840447.5. 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 NOXx 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.
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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
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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
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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

H-3-31 June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

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 Il 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.
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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 815145. 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
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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
8§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.
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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. Itis
anticipated that bus fleet operators, e.g., transit bus fleet operators will install 1CE-
driven compressors at existing fleet refueling/maintenance locations because they
have trained onsite maintenance personnel. EXxisting 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
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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
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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 840447.5, 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
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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.
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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
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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
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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
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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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iy, Darren Stroud

{Mfice of Fianning and Policy

South Coast Adr Qualily
Mapamement District

21465 East Copley Dirive

l¥iamond Bar, CA #1763-4182

Re:  BMA Comments On The Drafl Program Environrental Assessment
For The Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules And Related Amendments

Crear Mr, Stroud:

Attached please find a copy of the comments of the Bngine Manubactirers Azsociation
(“ERiA"} relating Lo the Draft Program Environmental Assessment {“PEA™ that the South Coast
AT Quality Management District (*SCAOMD®) has prepated in connection with its Proposed
Fleet Velicls Rulss and Related Amendments. Please ensure that cach SCAQMD Board
Megiber receives a copy of EMA's comments (additional copics ave inclrded for that prpase),
and do net hesitate to contaet e iF you have any queslions concermning this submission.

(‘Jiﬁr Trul: | m,:?a/;{;}

h _—_ —

TaFkz
Enclozures

oo Jack Broadbent (by telecopier; wicnel)
Henry Hogo (b telecopier; wiencl.)
Joe Suchecki (by talecopier; wienel.)
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COMMENTS OF THE

ENGINE MANUFACTURERS ASSOCEATION

Dated: April 25, 2000

Of Counssi:

Timathy A. French

NEAL. GERBLER & EISENBERG
Two North LaSalle Street

Suite 2200

Chieago, Illinois S0602

{312} 269-8000
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SOUTH COAST
ATR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

Proposed Fleet Yehicle Rules and
Related Amendments;
Brraft Program Environmental Assessment.

Proposed Rules 1194
thronzh 1196, and
1180.1 2od amendments
to Rule 431.2

Introduction

The Engine Manufzchirers Association (“EMA™) is the trade association represcnting the
leading mamfacherers of & wide amay of mtermal combustion engines, including those
compression-gaition engines wilized in heavy-duty on-highway feet vehicles. Given its long-
standing commitment to the devclopment of sound, consistent, costeffertive and feasible
emission ¢ontrol programs for heavy-duty engines and wehicles, EbiA has very serious and
significant concerns regarding the validity snd efficacy of the suitc of proposed fleet vehicle
rules {j-e. Proposed Rules 1391, 1192, 1193, 1194, 1195, 1196, and 11841, and amendmenis 1o
Rule 43177 (collectively, the “Fleet Rules™ that the South Coast Air Quality banagement

District (“SCAQMEF) has scheduled for adoption over the next four months.
B EMA previcusty has made witten (gp. EMA comespondence dated January 28 and
March 21, 2000) and oral submissions to SCAQMD regarding the fundamental problems and
legal defects that are inherent in the SCAQMD’s proposed Flect Rules, To date, the SCAQMD
stadt has failed to address, let alone correct, those fundarmental problems. Meverthcless, and in
addition to these eatlier submissions, EMA, hereby submits these written semments in response
| 1o the SCAQMD's Draft Program Environmental Assessment (the “Drait PEA™) for the
" proposed Fleet Rules. As detailed below, the Draft PEA, like the proposed Fleet Rules to which

it purpotes to relate, is invalid, inaccurate and wholly inadequate.

June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

4-3

4-4

4-5

1. The Proposed Fleet Rules
Are Iovalid As A Matter of Law

In its Draft PEA, SCAQMD Staff eites to Fealth and Safety Code scctions 40447.5 and
40519 a5 the supposcd wmhotity for its Fleet Euies. However, Proposed Rules (FEs) 1191, 1192
and 1197 are ¢learly inconsistent with section 40447.5. Accordingly, that statatory provision
provides no basis for the proposed rules. Morsover, even if that werc not (he case, the Fleet
Rulcs are alse n direct vielation of the express preemption provisions of Sections 209(a) and
| 177 of the federal Ciean Air Act, a3 amended (the “CAA™).
As currently drafied, PRs 1191, 1392 and 1193 ate inconsistent with Health and Safery

Code section #3447.3. That statutory provision parports to authorze the SCAQME to require

flert opetators “to purchase vehicles which ar¢ vapahle of operating on methanol or ather
equivalvmtl} clean barning [equivalent g0 methano]] alternative fuel.” (Einphasiz added.) Thus,
the upderlying statwtory benchmark for scotion 404475 = the emissions performance frara
curently available motor vehicles and engines that operate on methanol. Without utilization of
such a methanol benchma:_k, thers is 0o non-arbicary way to assess which of today’s new heavy-
duty motor vehicles and enpines are “cquivalently clean™ to current niwthanol vehicles as

mandated under e stanuie,

Contrary o this central tenet of section 40447.5, however, the proposed Floet Rules make
no effot to define an “alternative-fuel heave-duty wehicle”™ by comparison to the emizsions
performance from current methanal-fueled vehicles and engines. Instead, the proposed Fleet
Rules basically ignore the requisite methanol-based benchmark, snd propose to define an
alternative fuel heavy-duty vehicle simply as “a heavy-duty vebicle, uban bus or engine chat

uses compressed or Hquified natural gas, propens, methanol, electrivity, fusl cells, or other

advaneed technologies that do not rely on diesel fucl” (Empbasis added.) Thus, the Flest
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cont.

4-6

4-8

4-9

Enles” benchmatk is simply a wholesale ban on any technology, no matter how advanced or

“olean,” that in any way wtilizes diesel fuel, Tt also amounts to an abrogation of the “diesel path™
Just recently appeoved by the Air Resources Board (“ARB") as a part of its new urban bus rule.
Such a ban, however, without any consideration at all of whether the banned technologies and
[uels mipht be equivalently clean to benchmark methanol-fueled engines and wvehicles (and
simifarly without arey regard to whether die Staff-favored technologies are in fact equivalenthy
elean across their [l etmizsions profiles, inchuding €O and HC emissions) is inconsistent with
and violative of section 40447 5. As such, the proposed Flest Rules are unlawful and, guite

gbviously, should not be approved or adopted.

Health and Safety Code section 4091 Ne) also cannot jusdfy or legitimize the proposed
Fleet Rules. That section merely provides that air pollution distticts may inclode in their
aitainment plans “[m]easures to achieve tho wse of a gipnificant number of low-cmission motor
vehicles by opetators of motor vehicles.™ This section, by its own terms, does not relate 1o
heavy-duty vehicles or engines. Nor does it warrant or contemplate a ban on all diesel

technolepies or reformulated uilea-low-gulfir diesel fucls.

Just az significant, Staff also has overlooked Health and Safety Code section £:40(a) in
its effort to find some foothold for its proposed ban on diesel-fiueled engines and vehicfes. That
statutory provision makes it clear that “[the south coast district board shall adopt rules and

bawe and rules and regulations.” (Emphasis added }
Ity this inetance, as detpiled abave, the proposad Fleet Rules are in conflict with state law,

specifically section 404475 as well 45 ARB's oles and rcgulations, and alse {as explained

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

4-10

4-11

Moge specifically, CAA section 209(a) provides in relevant part that,

No state or any political subdivision thereof shall adopt or aitempt to
enforce any standard elating to the control of emissions from new motor vehicles
of new motor vehicle eneines . Mo state [or subdivision thereof] shall require
certification, inspection, er any other approval relating to the control of emissions
from any new modor vehicls ot new motor vehicle engine as condition to the
initial retail sale . of such motor vehicle, motor vebicle enging, or cquivalent 42
LS. § 7543(a).

Sitnilarly, section 177 of the CAA provides in relevant part as follows:

Nothing in this section ot in sitte 1T [the mobile source provigions] of this
Act shall be constied as authorizing auy .. state (o7 political subdivision] to
prohibit or limit, directly or indircetly, the manufachure or sale of a new motor
vehicle or motor vehicle enpine that iz certified in California as meeting
California standards, or to take any action of any kind to create, or have the effect
of creating, a motor vehicle or motor vehicle engine different than 2 motor vehicle
ot engine certified in California wnder Califomia standards (2 “third vehicle™) o
otherwise create such a “third vehicle,” 42 13.8.C, § 7507
T direct conttavention of these sontenlking provisions of foderal law, the proposed Fleet
Rules would effect a ban on the purchese and sale of medium and heavy-duty diescl-fueled
sngines and vehicles for uge in virtzally all public fleets. This would obviousiy prohibdr, within
the SCAQMD, the purchase and sale of new motor vehicles otherwise certified as meeting all
applicable California standards, Indeed, inasmich as one of the main thrusts of the Fleet Rules
serms to be divected at an abrogation of California’s statewide urban bus nele — which expressly

allows for the sale of the precise type of vehicles that PR 1152 would ban -- the Fleet Rules’

coniravention of CA A section 177 is quite blatant, Congequently, the Floet Rules are nvalid and

uniawful. See ¢.g. American Auto Mfrs. Ass'n. v. Cahill, 152 F.3d 196, 200-01 (id Cir. 1998),

In sum, the Flect Rules are violative of both state and federal law. Consequertly, the
Diraft PEA (like the Fleet Rules themselves) is necessarily invaiid a5 a matter of law, and so
cannot satisfy the requirements of the controlling statutes, including, but not limited 1o, the

Catifornia Envirosmental Quality Act (“CEQA™. Cal. Pub, Res, Code §§ 21000 et seq.
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2. The Draft PEA Is Mecessarily Invalid Sinee Fhe SCAQMD
Hay Drajted Only Three Qut OF Tts Eight Proposed Fleet Rules

The SCAQMD™s propoesed Fleel Rodes would require governimental agencies and certain
ather puble fleet operators with fleets of 15 or more vehicles operating within the BCACQMD to
acquirc “altemnative-fuel” vehicles when adding or replacing fleet vehicles, This fleet “program™
- which in essence xmounts to 2 ban on diesel fugls and technologies - purports to consist of the
following eight proposcd miles:

1191- Clean On-Rozd Light- and Medium-Duty Public Flest Vehicles
4-12 1192 — Claan On-Road Trnsit Buses

1153 — Clean On-Fead Besidential and Comtnercial Waste Refuse Collection
Wehicles

1194 — Commercial Airport Ground Access

1195 = Clean On-Foad School Buse.s

1188 — Clean On-Road Heavy-Dutly Pubtic Fleet Vehicles
1186.1 = Altemative Fuel Sweepers

431.2 — Sulfur Cortent of Liguid Fucls

However, to this point, SCAQMD 5taff has drafted and circulated for public review and

4-13
| cormment endy the first three (PRs 1191-1193) uf the eight proposals. There has been no poblicly
mutated draft of any kind relating to any of the five other proposals.  Accordingly, the
supposed fleet “program” has not been fully drafted let alens made available for public review
4-14 and comment, Any environmental impact report that purports to consider the "program™ as a

whole iz therefore nothing more than & guestinate, at best. Indeed, without the benefic of the
aetual provisions of five-sighths of the regulatory “program™ at issne, it is simply impossible 0

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

4-15 It is, in fact, a clear violation of procedural requirements to demand public review and comment
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4-15
cont.

4-16

4-17

4-18

4-19

on a PEA before the underlying program has even been drafted and made available to the public,
s, the Draft PEA is again fundamentally invalid.

Similarly, even though the proposed Fleet Rules will be constdered by the SCAQMD

the total impact of the entive series of proposed rules and amendments as one “program” - albit

an undrafied “program.” Therefore, the benefits and detriments from each of the sepavate Fleet

Rule are not reported jn the Draft PEA. In addition, although the Draft PEA acknowledzes that
there wili be substantizl costs associated with some if not all of the proposed Fleet Rules, those
significant costs are not even touched upon in the Draft PEA. Instead, SCAQMD Siaff clatms
that a sepasate soeiostonomic impact analysis will be prepared and rclcased to the public ptist to
the public hearing for cach propesed rule. (Page C-1-23). But that analysis, to this date, has yet
to be prepared snd disseminated for resiew. This represents mors than aeather exanpls of
SCAOMD's failure to provide needed information about the “program” as a wholc b the public:
| _this failure constitutes another clear violation of CEQA.

More specifically, the CEQA Guidelines (Title 14, §§ 15000 et seq.) {at & 15131} provide
that the economic or social effects of & project way be used to determing the significance of
physical environmental changes caused by the project. In this case, the proposed Flest Rules
would  compel rnassiw; conversion: of the South Coast's fueling and  fransportation
infrasimuctures to natural gos. The “changes” likely to result frotn this mandated conversion and
redeployment of societal respurces most certainly will be significant. Thus, for the SCAOMD

siraply to ignore the économic and social cffects of its progeam in its Draft PEA is invonsistent

with CEQA and wholly impropee. Tt 2lso deprives the publie of any fair oppormnity to consider

Board az separate proposals over a period of several months, the Draft FEA purports Lo evaluate
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4-19 such costs and farms in submitting comments to the SCAOMD in advance of its closing of the

cont. comment period on the Draft PEA. This again constitutes an abusc of process.

3 The Availability OFf Feasible Alternatives To
The Proposed Fleet Rules Renders Them Fovalid

The main purposes of an environmental impact repart (“EIR") under CEQA are: (i) o
provide publie agencies and the generst publie with deteiled information about the effect that a
proposed “project” iz Likely to have on the environment; (if) to list the ways in which the
significant adverse impacts of such a project might be rminimized; and (iif) to indicate feasibte
alternatives to such a project. See, e Cal. Pub. Res. Code §§ 21002, 21002.1(a), and 21100,

EIR’s are required wheze a “peoject” may have a significant effect on the environment
4-20 {i.e. a potentially adverse change in the environment). In certgin ticcumstances, a “ptan” may be
) suberitted in liew of an BIR. Such a “plan” must inclode a deseription of the proposed “activity,”
potential alternatives to the activity, and mitigation measures to minimize any significant advetse
effects on the environment from the activiry, Cal. Pub. Bes, Code § 21080.5(d)(3). In addition,
CEQA mandates that any regulatory activity for which such a “plan” is submitted “will pot be

approved or adopted as proposed if there ure feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures

available which would substantially lessen any significant adverse effect which the activity may
have on the environment,” Cal. Pub, Ecs. Code § 21080.5(d)(2)0A) {cmphasis added).

In this case, as detailed below, theve are feasible alternatives to the proposed Flect Fales
which will provide greater emission benefits while avolding the signilicant costs and detriments
that necessarily Wwill result from the SCAQMDYs proposed Fleet Rules. Consequently, the Flaat
Fales are in vielation of CEQA and $o {for this reason ameng others) cannot be approved o

adopted. See supra.
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4-21

4-22

4-23

4-24

4. The Draft FEA Improperly Rejects
Viable Alternatives As Infeasilile

As an initial matier, the Draft PEA climinates constderation of scweral potential
altematives to the proposed Fleet Rules based oo wholly insufficient grounds. For example,
recommended alternative #2 -- Fuel Wentral Emission Standard -- (s eliminated by Staff with the
folluwing simplistic and self-serving comment:

“The proposed Fleet wehicle rules arc considered fuoel neutral because
affected fleet owners have o range of clean fuels they can wse for compliance,

The only myjar fuel type not allowed by the proposed mules is clean diegel becanse
tive technolegy is currently not available” {Page 5-2)

| Thiz is sitply not tue.  First, the Fleet Rules clearly are not “fiel nentral” inasmush as

they propose o ban the most poputar and widcly-used fitel for heavy-duty applications. Second,
ulken low sulfur diesel fuel and after-treatment technologics can be radily available in the South
Coast. Thus, purported issues relating to the cument availability of clean-dicsel technologies are

not sufficient srounds for the rejection of this altermative, especially when leading Fust and

angine manufactursts are vigorously pursuing this option and the proposed Fleet Rules are slated

to be implemented over the next decade or even longer. Clean diesel vehicles that meet the same
emission and performance standards as other fuels will have the same air quality benefits as the

other fuels. Consequently, such vehicles should not be dismissed out-of-hand as the SCAGQMD

haz done.

SCAQME similarly has rejected recommended altemative 87 -~ Allow Fuel Cells - on
the following basis:
“Commercial availability of fuel cell bwses is not expreeted for several
years, Continuing to allow buses o be replaced by diesel-fueled buses is not
consiztent with the objectives of the propased project.™ (Pags 5-3)
The alternative of allowing transit and school bus operators flexibility o chooss

advanced diesel technologies now in anticipation of fuel celf technologies in the future is an

H-4-10
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4-24

4-25

4-26

4-27

4-28

altemative that should be carefilly evaluated. A prohibitively expensive switch to one
altemnative fucl (naturel gas) that is {ollowed within a decade by a switch to another altemative

fuel will waste resources and require the construction of additional Eacilitics with accompanying

emiszions detriments. Indead, the Draft PEA acknowledzes that firel cell tochnology will be
necessary to meet ARB's ero emission teansit bus standards fpape 2-13} and further
acknowledges that the proposed rules should allow for different compliance spproaches (page 1-
53, To pursue 3 series of Fleet Rules that will render impracticable necessary and desired

investments in fuel cell technologies is unwarranted and unwise,

5 The Draft PEA Materially Understates The
Detriments That Will Result From The Fleet Rules

The Draft FEA has properly recogmzed thet there will be significant emission increases

for detriments) related to the construction and cperation of the natural gas infrastructores and

pefueling stations that will be neccssitated by the proposed Fleet Bules, The Draft PEA. ¢laims,
however, that these sipnificant adverse air quality impacts will be temporary, with all
construction activities ceasing within five vears. (Fage 1-14). A review of the various
assumptions underlying the $CAQMD's caleulations indicates that the Draft PEA makes several
unrealistic assumptions conceming the overall infrastructare-conversion effort and the increascd

emissions that will resuit from the constrection of new refining, tansportation and refusliog

| facilities. These unrealistic assumptions relate both to the timing and the amoumt of increascd
emissions in the worst-¢ase.

For exaraple, the Draft PEA assumes that:
1. Refueling stations will be constructed “uniformly over a five year period to accommudate

the emtive infrastructure needs for the total universe of vehicles affected by the proposed
mile and related amendments, This five year pertod takes into account the assurmnption that

H-4-11
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4-28

4-30

4-29

the affected fleat operators will build infrastmeture neads early for their entire fleet, which
will most likely be replaced over a longer period of time.” (Page 4-16) and

7. The constuction of all of the new refueling stations would require excavation and removal
of an existing undereround diesel or gasoline fuel tank, {Page F-2).

These assnmptions are cxeeedingly simplistic and unreslistic, For exarple, under the
proposed Fleet Rules, individual vehicle flects will be replaced over an extended period uf fime.
Az u result, fleet operators will have to provide and maintuin dual fieling facilivies for their floet.
Thiz will extend the time required for conversion of the infrastrueture therehy extending tha time
and impacts of the detriments that will flow from the Fleet Rules. It also will require new fuet
tanks in addition to fnot solely in liea of) those aleady in place, which in mm will require
additional space and, if such on-sitc space 15 not available, additionad facilitics. Thus, given the
unrealistic. assumptions that serve as the basis for the Druft PEA it is clear that SCAQMD has

sipnificantly understated the detriments that will result from its proposed “program,™

6. The Draft PIA Misrepresents The
Purporied Benefits Of The Fleet Bules

The etpission benefits of the proposed Fleet Bules are presented in Tables 4-7 and 4-8 on
pages 4-12 and 4-13 of the Draft PEA. However, the emission reductions noted are not put into
perspective with the air quality concerns noted in Chapter 3 - the Existing Setting. For linear
non-secondary pollitants, such as primary PMLD and CO emissions, it is sufficient to compare
the emission chanwes to the overall inventory and put this comparieon in the context of the

current and expected future non-atainment sitsation.  However, for pollutants that ave formed

' additional unrealistic assumptions also maks wp the core of the Draft PEA. lndeed, contrary 1o
SCAQMNDFYs assumptions, eefueking facilities will not be beilt oo an even, phased-in schedule, as thoegh
archestrated By 4 central planning buveat, These consmection activities of necessity will be episodic and,
10 a larpe estent, random. Further, the assumption that each facility will be sonstricted over 2 single five-
to-ning day peried {Table F-1) is wildly unceasonable. Project delays, uravailability of subcontractors or
supplics, and similae typical construction mberruptions necessarily will extend the durative of these
proiects and will increase the oumber of prajects that ane oh-going at any one Hme.

10
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4-30
cont.

4-31

4-32

4-33

through non-finear atmosphetic transformations, such as ozone and the nitrate portien of EMI0,

the gir quality changes dug to the proposal must be evaluated with phatochemicat models. The

Dt PEA does not even attempt to do this.

Further, the benefits in reduced diesel particulate emissions noted in Table 4-8 of the
[raft PEA, which supposedly range from 48 to 80 tons per year in the year 2010, need to be put
into perspective with the current and expected future diesel particulate emissions in the abscnoe
of the proposed Fleet Rules. For example, the 1958 average daily emissions of diesel particulate
ars listed in Table 3-3 on pape 3-16 as 775755 {befday, which is equal to 14,153 tonsfvear.
Eased on this calculation, the Draft PEA indicates that the propoesed Fleet Rules will potentially
yield reductions in diesel particulate smissions in 2010 of just 0.33 pexcent of curtent emission
levels. This relatively miniscule benefit should be fully explained and compared with the more
effective altemative programs (e.r. retmfit pmgt.'a.ms} that could be instnted in Hen of the

SCAQMIY's unlawfut Fleet Rules.

The Dradt FEA alse indicates that the heavy-duty wehicle MO emission benefit in 2010
will be 467 tonsfyear, which is somewhat over one ton per day in the South Coast Air Basin,

Thiz iz alze just 4 smalf fraction of the MOw inventories referenced in the 1997 Air Quality

Menagement Plan.

For heavy-duty vehicles, the expected reductions in erteria emissions are primarily NOx
emissions. Surplus reductions in NOx emissions (beyond those required in the AQMP) may ke
problematical, however, becguze they may actually increase ozone formarion in the South Coast
AlrBasin, Tt is well known that the chemistry of czone formatien iz complex and non-linear. In
particular, MOx reductions in a VOC-limited chemicsl regime can cause ozone formation

increase. Indeed, it has been clearly established that the ozone on weekends in the South Coast

11
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4-33
cont.

4-34

Alr Basin i now higher than the ozone on weekdays in spite of the fact that NOx precursor
coneenirations are substantiaily lower on weekends compared o weekdays, Alse inrecent years
the lighest czone concentrations at many sites in the South Coast now eccur on Sundays when
the MO precursor eoneentrations are the lowest of the cotire week.

The ARE along with the Depanment of Energy and the Coordinating Research Council
hawe major programs underway to understand this phenomenon and the pelicy implications that
flow from it. 1n the progess of evaluating data from, the South Coast, it has been established that
the VOHZMOx ratios in the Basin are in the VOC-limited chemical regime, that ozone fommation
fromm a given NOx level is enhanced on weekends, and that the extent of reaction a3 measursd by
photochemical indicators is consistent with VOC-limited conditions throughout the populated
areas of the South Coast Air Basin,  All these findings inply that swplus NOx emission
reductions may actually increase ozone f-:}rmat:i-::n., and thus may be g detriment rather than a
benefit as indicated in the Deaft PBA. Becausc of the possibilicy that the proposed Fleet Rules
aould have an czone demiment, it is incunbent on SCAQMD to at least evaluate the possibilily.
SCAQMD has the modeling capability to cvaluate the bmpact of the proposed Fleet Rules on
orone and FMI10 lommation.  IF the proposed Flest Bules do produce an ozone detriment, o
means SCAQMD would have 1o find addiional VOC reductions from stationary sources to

affsat these detriments in Tuture AGQKMPz,

7. The PEA™s Calculativns (O The Supposed Bencfits To Be
Derived From The Fleet Bules Are Flawed And Mistalien

a. Purported Heavy Duty Vehicle Benedits

The Draft PEA contains an assessment of a “Baseling® case along with an inappropriately

restricted number of altematives. In this rerard, the Draft PEA rofers o the “Baseline™ casc a3

H-4-14
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4-34
cont.

4-35

4-36

1taat which implements the proposed Flect Bules (including somehow those which have not vwen
been drafted). Thus, the Baseline is oot the type of “no-control” ¢ase that typically serves asa
| _true “baseling” in other regulatory analyses.

T EMA’s technical consultants (Alr Improvement Resources, fnc. ("AIR”)) have performed
2 detailed review of the Baseline as well as what SCAQMD refers o oas “Alerpative B
Alemative B is mcant o reflect the ARB's recently-adopted urban bus rule, with an additional
assumption that these same urban bus emission standards wouid eventwally be implemented by

either the ARB or .S, EPA for heavy-duty tracks starting in 2007, The SCAQMD's effiort at

comparing 1he two alternatives i3 shewn in Table 1 below,

Table 1. HDV Benuofits (tons per year) of the PEA Proposal
Baseline Altemative B

Wear P WOz P WOx
2000 1] 1] 0 1]

2001 4 0 4 56

2002 ) 263 7 179
2003 14 258 . 11 193
2004 [ 34 15 208
20035 24 339 18 223
2006 ol f1on] 22 a7
2007 33 n X2 152
2005 KX 416 22 266
2005 43 441 22 251
2040 4% 467 el 285

The SCAOMD’s results would appear to show that the Bascline propoesal peovides
areater PM and MQx emission reduetions than Altermnative B, However, due to inconsiztensics in

the manner by which SCAQMD estimated and compared the emission benefits between the two

alternatives, the SCAQMD's resuits and eonclusion arc mistaken. More specifically, and as

detailed below, AIR™s more thorough roview of the emiseion hencfits of the Baseline and
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4-36
cont.

4-37

4-38

4-39

4-40

4-41

Abemnative B has revealed sereus flaws in the SCAQMIYs inventory modeliog — flaws that

affact the overall conelwsions and walidity of the Draft FEA.

bi

Flaws Relating To SCAQMIDY's Preparation OF The: Bascline Case

AIR™s prncipal concems with the SCAQMIYs purported Basefine case can he

sunnarized as follows:

1.

2,

Inasmuwch as the ARE bus mle has been finalized, 1t should he incorporated into dhe
Bascline case, so that the Baseline ¢ase estimates only the true incremental benefits of the
rafi Fleet Rules that acwally po beyond the ARB regulations.

The SCACMD table of supposed emission bencfits for HD vehicles does not adequately
identify the emission increases that will result from construetion activities necessitated by
the propescd Fleet Rules during the 2000-2004 time perid. (Sec discussion, supra)
Benefits were prosentad in tons per year in table 4-8 of the Draft FEA and in Appendiz E.,
and eimission incTeases were presented later In the repont in 1bsiday, only for one year of
the analysis: 2002, Benefits and detrirents should be presented in the table in all yesrs so
that the reader can properly evaluate these inmpacts,

The Baseline case underestimates WOx bencfils for 2001 and 2002, NOx benefits wers
estimated a3 the difference between the 4.0 ghp-hr NOx standard and the 2.5 HCHNOx
standard {§.5 gfhp-hr). However, the 2.3 g/fbhp-hr standand ineludes both NOx and  HC.
Accordingly, NOx emissions alone under the 2.5g standard should bo eloser to 2 gihp-he,
reswlting in a difference of 2 gfhp-hr, not 1.5 gfhp-hr.

The maximum FM benefit case iz wirealistic and sheuld be dropped {tom the analysis.
The data relating to thess maximum FM reductions (page E-2) have not been validated,
and the test eycle from which they were derived 3 not consistent with the other data
repocted in the Draft FEA.

As noted above, the supposed bencfits, when caleulated properly, should be put inte
cortesxt with the overall NOx and PM inventories in the South Coast Air Basin, =0 {hat
intercsted parties can properly evaluate the relative significance of the fleet proposals at
jzsire,

14
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4-42

4-44

4-45

4-43

£

d.

Flaws Relating To SCAQMIYs Presentation OF Alternative B
AIRs priacipal concerns with “Alternative B can be summarized as follows:

The most sefons concermn with Altemative B 15 that it uses a different base case than the
SCAQME’s Baseline case.  The Aliemative B base case emissions are much lower than
the base case emissions used in the Bascline Case above, 50 that the emission benefits of
alernative B oare significam?' underestimated, and ¢annot be adequately or fairly
campared to the Baseling Gase.

A& second problem with Alternative B is that MOx benefits of 0.2 g/hp-hr are assuned cven
fior vehicles fhat must mest a &2 ghp-hr standard. In other words, if diesel vehicles must
mest a 0.2 ghphr standard, then alternatively fucled vehicles are assumed to mest 0.0
g/hp-hr. This iz clearly not realistic.

SCAQMD™s Miscaleulation OF Supposed Binefits

Based o the work of AIR, set forth below iz a description of the provess that SCAQMD

Seaff used to estimate emission henefits for both the Baseline apd Alremative B cages. Also

based on the review condueted to date by AlR, necessary rovisions ar¢ made to impeove the

accuracy of the emission moddel, and then re-derve and eotmpare emission benefits for the bwe

CASES,

i. General lnventory Method Used

The Draft PEA estimates emissions benefits the folfowing general equation:

Benefit (tpy) = Cunulative Sum [per engine benefit in ghp-hr * conversion factor in bhp-hemi
Population10 * Annaal Miles / 908,000 grams/ton]

Tenefitz are estimated for three different types of heavy-duty fleet velicles. nputs and

descriptions for thess vehicles are shown in Table 2

¥ To estimate emission benefits, emission inventories For a control case must be subiracted from 2 hase
case, To compare twe dilferent control programs, the eomiral program inventories ane different, T, the
base case invemiorics moust be the same. In the case of the Baseling case and Alrermative B, the hase case
inventoties are not the same. For exarple, for PM, the Bascline case assuees continnation of the 0.1 Fid
standard, swhile Afternative B assumes implementacion of a 0,01 whp-hr stendard in 2007, This is a
significant and wholly unreasonable (and unfait) inconsistency,
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Table 2. Emission Benefit Inputs for HD Anafysis
Inputs “HDWI1" “HDWF “HDV3"
Deseription Track Urban ks Mon-contracted
school bus
Populalion 16,197 4,650 4,428
Sasoling Fraction 0.05 a 0.33
Miles Y ear 10,000 40,000 12,0460
Conversion Factor 2.6 43 2.0
{Ehp-hr/mi)

The %ey to the SCAQMD s atempted calculation of supposed emission benefits is the
manner in which. the per-vehicle engine benefits arc gstitnated for the two cases (Bascling and

Altarnative B). Bstirpated Bascline case emission benefits are shown in Table 3.

4-4 _—
S Tabli 3. Baseline Emivsion Benefits {gfhp-hr)
cont. Yemwr . EDVI HDVZ o3
NOx PR (iin) MOx PR [nind WO Fh (s}
2001 15 0.07 1.5 .02 1.5 0.07
2002 024 0,07 0.24 002 0.24 0.07
2003 032 0.07 a2 .02 0.2 0.07
2004 02 Q.07 g.2 002 a2 .07
2005 0.2 .07 02 0.0z 0.2 007
2006 0.2 .07 0.2 G002 0.2 07
2007 n2 .ay 0z 0.02 a2 0.07
2008 a2 Q0.7 0z 002 a2 0.07
2002 L 0.7 0.2 AN 0.2 0.07
2010 0.2 0.07 0.2 062 0.2 .07
it. Benefits of HDV1s5 and HDV3s
The MO« emission benchits for 2001 are estimated a3 the difference between the 4 g/hhp-
fir NOx standard and the 2.3 WOx + HC standard (actoally, as noted above, this should be the
4-46 difference beween 4 ghp-hr and 2 g/bp-hr, since the 2.5g standard is HC + NOx, and HC
emissions are expocted to be shaut 0.5 ghp-he). The 2002 cstimate is 10012 times the 2001
estimate, and 2/12 times 0.2 — the assumed benefit of alternative fueled vehicles onee the 2.5
4-47 WOz standard is implemented i October of 2002, For PM, the benefit iz estimated as the
X
16
H-4-18 June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

4-47

4-48

4-49

4-50

difference betwoen the 0.1 g/bhp-hr statdard, and an asspmed alternative fuel P level of 0.03

g/hp-he. The 003 ehp-hr level apparently is the average of certain 1993 DDC engines teseed on
methannl.

ili. Benefiis for HDY1s

The estimated MO benefits for these wchicles are (he same as above. The Fi benefits
reflect the lower Bh standard for wbsn buses (0.05% the same level of 0.03 is assumed for

alternative fueled buses,

SCAOMD's estimated per-vehicle emission bencfits for Altemative B are shown in

Table 4.
Table 4, Alternative B Emission Benefits (g/hp-hr}
Year HDV] HDVZ HDV3
NOx | EMimun) | MOx | EM(mm) | NOx | PM (miny

2001 15 0.07 13 0.02 15 0.07
2002 0.24 .07 624 .02 024 0.07
2003 02 007 0.2 002 02 0.07
2004 0.2 7] 0.2 D 02 0.07
2005 0.2 07 0.2 ] 0z 0.07
2006 0.2 007 0.2 D 0z 0.07
2007 02 0 02 i ) 0
2008 02 & 0.2 D 02 0
2009 02 5 0.2 0 0.2 0
2000 Nz 7] 0.2 0 0.4 0

The estimated MOx benefits in Table 4 are the same 25 in Table 3 for the three vehicle

types. The PM benefits are assumed to drop to zera in 2007 for HDV1s and 35, and for HDV2s

in 2004, becanse of the reduetion in the P4 standard from 4.1 to 0.01. However, the PM benehils
are not being treated consistently, For example, the FM benefit for HDWV1s in 2006 is 0.07,
whish is the difference in the 0.1 standard and .03, In 2007, the PM standard is assumed to be
veduced to 0.0F, The benefit should be 0.1-0.01, or (.0%. Instead, it is zéro. A similar case could

be made for HDV2: and HDWV33, Thus, it appears that Altemative 8 is not accurately reflecting
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4-50
cont.

4-51

4-52

4-53

4-54

4-56

4-57

4-55

the cmission reductions of the ARB ruicmakings o it claims to be, but rather only the remaining

amission reductions of the SCAQMD': proposed Fleet Rules once the ARB rules are

impietnented. This is a misleading and unfairly shewed portrayal of Altemative B by SCAQMD.
| Alsn, the NOx standard assumed for 2007 and later buses and MOTs is 0.2 gbhphr. It is
[iherefore nat clear why a .2 benefit was assumed after 2006 for any wehicle type. Finally,
SCAQMD muMtiplied the emission bensfits for buses for Alternative B by 023, which accounted
for an assumption that, under the ARB fes, three.quarters of the buses wolid be alternatively
fusled. FHowever, the ARD assumed the opposite — i was assumed that most buses would in fact
| take the diegel path. This too has resulted in an unfaidy skeawed portrayal of Alternative B.
v, Revision of Benefits

In light of tre flawed and skewed manner in which the Draft PEA has tried o compars

the Baseline Case with Altemnative B, SCAQGMD .shnuld cslimate the benefits of the ARE bux

and truck tegulations seperately from the SCAQMD proposal, so that the benefits can be directly

compared. Despite the SCADMDY's failure to make this clear comparisor, AIR has atierapted 1o
use the spreadsheets just recently provided by the Staff to assess more securately the emission

benefits of both the SCAQMD “Baseline Casze™ and the ARB-detived Altemative B proposal

AIR slse has weed the information provided in the Draft PEA document on emissien increases in

Appendix F to show year-by-year emission benefits and detviments. Table 5 shows the
comeeted and recaleulsted benefits of the SCAQMD's Bascline propusal, the significant

detriments that will result from that proposal, and the overall net benefits in tons por year,

T Dospite several requests, it was only within the past 10 days that SCAQMD made available to EMA's
techrical consultants the spreadsheet data that is so eritically necessary to any thorough review and
comment on the Draft FEA, Aza result, STAQMD has failed to provide the required teview periced under
CEGA. Sco Cal. Pub, Res, Code § 210010). For this ceason tog, the Draft PEA iz violative of CEOQA

and 30 fovaiid.
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Table 5. Revised Benefits of the Baseline Proposal {tpy)
Year Total Benehis Detriments et Banefits
Fhi N Pl R Pl MO
000 0 i 6.2 3.0 .3 130
FO i3 132 1027 103.7 590 13
2002 27 340 1083 150.2 1001 168
4-57 2003 3.6 774 126 573 10 377
cont. 004 3 399 3.7 754 4.0 yLT!
2005 T35 125 EX3 0.1 14.7 325
2006 785 450 102 626 18.3 357
2007 335 476 115 558 22 360
3008 T84 501 12% 110.0 75.5 361
2009 134 537 14z 1204 797 376
2010 383 552 135 1312 32.8 91

Au shown in this table, the initial berefits are higher than in the draft FEA docoment due
to the chanpe in the first two years' NOx benefit from 1.3 w 2.0 ghp-ir. Howewver, the

significant detriments greatly reduce these overali benefits, for both PM and WOx.

The comected benefirs of Altenative B (the ARB whan bus rule as fater expanded to
trucks in 2007) are shown in Table 6, and are compared to the corrected net benefits of the
SCADMD's Bascling Proposal as set forth abuve. This analysis assuraes that all fleets ke the
4-58 diese] path under the ARB'S regulatory program, and that, sirilar to the SCAQMDYs articulstion
of Alternative B, the 020001 bue standards arve carried-over to heavy-doty tmcks statting in
2007. For simplicity, AIR has ignored the additional retvofit requirerents of the ARB bus mule,
but those requitaments would obviously increase the comparalive benefits of the Alernative B

praoposal even more.
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4-58
cont.

4-59

4-60

4-61

Table 6. Benefits of Alternative B {tpy)

fear Alternative B Met Baseline Difference [B-Basshne)

PM NOx i NOx FM MNOx
2000 D [ 6.2 13,0 ¥ 13.0
2001 D 0 950 L3 550 -1.3
2002 0 i} -100.1 168 100.1 -167.3
2003 0 1] .0 T77 10 276.7
2004 25 110 47 794 20 -153.6
2005 55 220 14.7 323 38 1045
26 23 330 5.3 137 53 214
2007 16.2 559 ¥ 360 58 195.%
2008 236 748 256 361 2.0 4370
2005 311 1618 252 376 I 6416
2010 38.5 1247 318 300.8 57 §56.2
Total MNA VA NA R 154 1375

The comparative analysis set forth in Table & demonsirates (hat while Alternative B
_}liclds o material benefits fn 20002003, it also avoids the significant detriments that will result
[ from the SCAQMD's “Baseline” proposal duting ﬂmt same period. Thereafter, the Ph and NOx
ernission reductions resulting from Adtemnative B will incresse quickly. More specifically, the
Phl benefits of Altetnative B arc a fittls less than the Baseline For o few years, but then rapidly
cateh up and exceed the Baseline. NOx cmission beaefits of Alternative B arc zero for a few
years, and theo accelerate rapidly with the implementation of the 0.2 standard, first for buscs,
and then later for tocks. The last two colomns of Table & show the comparative benefits of
Altcmative B over the SCACHAD Baseline case. Positive nuembers indicate that the benefits of
(he ARPB-based “Alernative B" exceced the Baseline that represents the propused Tleet Rules.

Wepative numbers indicate that the Baseline benefits exeeed the “Altemnadve B™ proposal.

Unlike the SCAQMD estimates, both zets of estimated benefits here are estimeted from precisely

the sarme set of the base case emission standards, so they are directly comparable,
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4-62

4-63

4-64

4-65

[i the first fow years, the “Alternative B” proposal {s clearly superior because of the
sipnificont environmental detriments of the SCAQMD proposal. FM emissions arc much higher
wilh the Bazeline case. In the middle years, the Baseling case results in lower emissions. In the
later years, however, the “Altemative B” proposal again msults in greater oversll emission

reductions.

Table & sums the cwniative differences at the bottom of the fast two columns, This
analysis cleacly shows that the emissions benefifs that would resilt from an Alternative B (ARB
bus and later truek) proposal would significantly axceed the benefits derived fom the proposed
TFleet Rules by a wide margin. This is direetly conteaty to the information asserted in the Diraft

PEA and wheolly undermines the SCAQMD’s proposed Fleet Roles, espectally given the

. sigpificant warly detriments {not to mention casts) of those otherwise unlawiul proposals,

v. Relative Size of the Benefits
The misstated benefits of the Fleet Rules are stated in the Draft PEA in terms of tons per
year. While this is not a fandamental problem, unlike many of the other defects in the Draft

PEA, most inventorics are estitnated in terms of tons per day. Thus, the public may have the

impression that the proposed Fleet Rules will result [n sizeable emissions teductions, when this is

clearly not the casc. In 2000, for example the propused Fleet Rules are estimated (albeit in an
overstated manner as noted above) to teduce emizsions by 0013 tpd for PM and t 28 tpd for NOx.
Agcording to the 1997 AQME, the 2010 inventories for these pollutants aré shown in Table 7:

The potential reductions therefore amount to endy a few one-hundredths of one pereent for PM.
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4-65
cont.

4-66

4-67

4-68

4-69

Table 7. Reductions Compared to SCAB loventories

NOx EM
2010 &07 462

Inventary (tpd)
2016 1.3 11z

Reduoction (fpd)

Percent 0.3% ¢.05%
Redustion

R vi. Future Efforts

Conversations with the Staff (Dave Coeld have revealed that SCAQME may revise its
inventory analysis in a mumber of ways, One method mentioned is to use data more consistent
with the fl.lll'LlrE EMEAC2000 model, based on WREL test data. Praor o doing this, howeswer,
SCAQME showld lay ont its assumptions for the Base Case and the Altematives very clearly.

and inform intercsted parties whether base ease emissions or emission standards are the same for

cach alternative, and if not, why not In that regard, AIR has proposed the following

recotmnendations;

I.  In the event that SCAQMD changes its emission anabyzie (as it must), additional time will

iz manduted under CEOA, See Cal. Pub. Res. Code § 21092.1.

E\p ‘

The efaission analysis should fiest cstimste emission reductions from the Baseline and
Alternative B rand other aleernatives) using the curent HOT and bus standards, without
the ARB bus proposal. This analysis should incorporate the effects of HDY retrofits as
provided for in the ARB urban bos standards.

3. After cotnparing the zhove, a seeond set of emission reductions should be cstimated for the
Bascline, which include the incremental benefits ascribed to the ARE bus {and tnuek)

proposal. These should alse include detriments for every year.

be requited to revicw zad comment on the revised analyses. Indeed, such additional time
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4. The analysis of Baseline benefits should not have a 0.2 NOw credit for alternative vehicles
when the essumed NOx standard is 0.2 ghp-hr.

5. Regardless of which technique iz used, the ARB-based “Altemative B” proposal will show
mueh targer benefits than the SCAOQMD Baseling proposal, and the Baseline propozal will
aontinee to show significant short tenn detriments.

In sim, the AIR anabysis of the curent emission inventores, using the existing
technigues developed by SCAQMD, raises serious questions about how the nventories were
estimater, and how the inappropriately resideted number of assumed alternatives wers
compared. That analysis also shows that a properly considered “Alemarive B” type of proposal
would provide much greater emission reduetions (at a significantly lower cost) than would be
derived under the proposed SCAQMD Fleet Buoles (the Bageline), without occasioning the
significant attendant detriments of the Baseline proposal. Accordingly, for these reasons as well,

the proposed Fleet Roules are clearly invalid under t.he applicable statues, inchuding CEQA.

Conclusion
The proposed Fleet Rules are invalid under state and federal law. Moreover, pursnant 1
the relevant provisions of CEQA, the Fleet Rules cannot be approved or adopted since there are
feasible alternatives which would substantially lessen the significant adverse effect that the Fleet
Eules will otherwise canse to the envimoament and the economy.
Frir all of these reasens, therefore, the Draft PEA and the Fleet Rules £5il to comply with

CEQA and are otherwize in violation of cotitrolling state and federal law,

CATEMPNOEEOC 3 -# 1381 4w | -Soulh_Coat Comments, DL

a3
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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, 88209 and
177. Since 8177 expressly applies to states other than California, it is inapplicable
here. Section 8209 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, 8209(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
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Health & Safety Code 840447.5 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 840919 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 840447.5, 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 8177, 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.
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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 815064(e)).
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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
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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 821002). 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
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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 815123. 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
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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
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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
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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 815126.2 requires a CEQA analysis to focus on significant effects on the
environment. CEQA Guidelines 815382 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 Il 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 (NOXx 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
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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 815126.2 requires a CEQA analysis to focus on significant effects on the
environment. CEQA Guidelines 815382 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, NOXx 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.c., 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.
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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
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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 815382 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.
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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.

H-4-38 June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

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
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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 (821091(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 821092(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
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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 NOXx 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
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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 821092.1 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
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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.
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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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Diamond Bar, California 91765

Re:  Comments o the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA]} Anakysis for
i .. Proposed Rules 1191, 1192, 1195, and 11496. : '

o
.

On behalf of the Westemn Statos Petroleum Association {WSPA), M.Cubed offers the ©
followring comments related 10 the above-cited rule propasals.! M.Cubed is a consulting firm
specializing in resowrce economtcs and public policy analysis? In addition to nayself, Richard
PcCann, PhiD contributed to this document. Although tiiz analysis was sponsored by WAPA, it

_reflests MLCubed s opinions and judgements.

& Dregial nalssis Fram

CEQ.& 5 based upon a wek of laws and regulations, as modifed over fime by court
decigions and administrative practices. Howaver, ifs primary purppse temaing the same 38 when
it was originally drafted: That is, 1o inform, decisien-makers and the public about the passibie
conscquences of proposed actions, and thereby improve socicty’s ability to develop appropriate
covironmental policies. In this respeet the value of any CEQA snalysis is its contribution to an

informed public debatc, and an tmproved policy owteome.

Lfhuss comments were alse subsiitted vie w.maik prior o the end of the public review and comiment pericd.

2 garnplos of sittikar M.Cubed work include panticipatin i the ongoing CRQA anelysis of Pacilic Gis
and Eleatric Company's praposed Wydro-cledivis divestiuns, gxamining the implications Califymda wtilities®
divestiture of Mhcir fossd] fus) gencrating feflities, as part of a CEOA process; and <ritiquing South Coasts previous
CE ikalyses, including for the RECLAIM prograrm.

WSPA Cowmants on CEQA Review of Propesed Rules : l

B47 SAaNCHE? STREEY B SAh FRAKCISCS, SA 54110 s PHOME 41B-B43-9%78 a1 Fax 4AlG-543-98HL
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From this perspective M.Culred examined South Coust’s dormmetts principally for their
elarity and comprehensiveness, as well a3 the validily of the assumptions upon which the CEQA
: analysis was based? The question we asked was: within the CEQA framewnrk did Sauth

5-2 Coasl’s snalysis provide adequate information with which to move forward with the proposed
rle™ In this vein, although proposed rules 119), F192, and 1193 have been drafted there is Jile
infonnation dvailable on the other proposals, making it exivemely difficult fo assess their
mplications.

‘Bated on thiz evaluafion there are a sufficient atmbey of notable wealmesses to call into
gquestion the wizder of adopiing the proposed rules at this time, In particular, it 16 diffteult to
sec how the CEQA document can be finalized wiiil abl the proposed miles have been formally

5-3 drafted and commented upon. In thiz vein we recommend that before concluding its CEOA
analysiz South Coast (1) finalize all of the proposed rules; £2) fully address intervengrs’
comunents and concems; (3] provide a comprehensive agsessment of the cumulative impaces of
the proposcd rules within the context of ather emerzing regulations; (4) develop a miz-by-muke
analysis which would enable decision makors and the public o understand mIa—bpmlﬂc
inererneaal bensiits and costs.

The remainder of this letter Eetails o broad comments and congerns.

The GEQA, Anabysis is Based on a Large Wumber of Flawed Assumptions

$outh Coast makes a number of key assurnptions which sorve to dove the resulting

5-4 analysis, but which are rarcly adequatcly supported. In many, if not all, of these cases
policyinakers would bencfit from 2 betler understanding of altemative patinways (e.g., sensitivity
testing), or ungortainlics (&g, sk analysis), For example,

{1y Sowth Coast's assumprions abouwt vehicle furigver rofes are nof edeguaiely supporied by
the informorion presepied. For example, the Distrdct provides no evidenoc that HDV,
"LEV/ULEY or sleaner LDVsMMDVs should be readily available at a relatively small

9-5 " incremental cost.™ Instead, data from the Los Angeles Metropelitan Traosit Agency,
Sierra Rasearch, and the Harvard Cenfer for Fisk Analysis sogmest that afternative vehicle
e0sts Wil be notably higher than existing wohicles, Mor has the Distriet asseesed how
these up—frg:nnt' costs, whatever their magnilnda, combined with potentially lower resale
values, would affect the financial siluations of the affected fleet ovwmers and their

*Son M.Cubed, A Guids for Reviewing Exvironmentol Pu.l’:cy Streelfies, published by the Califomiz
Enviranmental Protection Agency, Sprmg. 1904,

5-2 %in thiz vein manst intervenors wadcubcably fowed e sheer valome of material — much of which is
- rrelewunt {0 polentizl aode cuteemes — challooging. As 8 result oor commends reflect & “inzero”™ vigw of the world,
and attempt soledy to isolate key issues which may seave 19 tnislead or inadequacely inform nude porticipanis.

fappendix T, page 22

WEPA Commenis on CEQA Review of Pmpased Rules ) 2
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cont.

5-6

5-8

5-9

5-10

{2)

4

(4)

FEPA Conments on CEOA Review of Proposed Kules

resulling vehicle purchase patterns. Yet these faclors would importantly impact assurmed

-yehicle limover rates. The District should [ully examinc-altemnative firel vehicles®

potential costs and the related behavioral consegusnces,

Rule 1121 conld preciude the use af new low-emission diesel fisgled velticles entively
becouse the sinlute refers solely to pacoline and afternative fielt. South Coast both

" assurnes and appears to mandate that the rules reenlt in adeption of a particudae mix of

nta-liese] ight-, mediom-, and heavy-duty vehicles. Heowever, other than 2 cursory
sxaminalion of the cnermy content of different altematives — and without mech dizcussion
of vehiele purchase and operational costs, or the resulbng behaviorad changes on the patt
of fleet operatars — the District provides no support for its assumption or ife mandate. 45
a result, poliey makers are given no insight into the consequences of different fuel
pathways, and fleet opemtors ars shut-out fom vsing cleaner dicsel fucl technelogy
which may emecge over 1he nexlt five years,

Sowth Cowsts extimeates of e universe of affected fead vefictes fs based gn & mix of
survey and oifier data iy well ot od hoe evidence. Aldthough the estimate may reflect best
gvailable infortration, it would be useful 1o know hew outecmes might change if the total
nurmbar of vehicles was filty percent hizgher, or lower, than assumed. Por example, if the
fleet population iz actually nuch higher, total impacts would likewise be moerc
gupstantial. I, on the other hand, there were fower vehicles in the affected universe then
the econonies of scale Implicitly assumed in the analysis may pot be accurate, and the

cxpected cmission reductions would be lover. Better dats on this issue az well as {1} will.

be available Fom the California Evergy Commizsion {CBC) by early Summer.

Souwth Caast both wisumes that refieling stations wonld be constrvcted wafferaly over p

- Jivevear perfod, and ayseris that & maximun of three SIAlions @ Year reprerents o vore- '

case seemarie. Meither of thess assumptions are suppocted by any empiviest evidence.
An equally plausible oubcones -- given continuing evolving technotogy; the expense
associated with fitel comversion; and the need 1o spread infrastmcture costs over az many
vehictes as possible -- would be For fleet operators to retain their exiating vehicles and
asgociated infrastoucture az long a3 possible befbre making new investnents, Thnder thiz
“tipping poinf™ scenario South Coast™s analysis o ne way represente the “maxinium
short-terr alternalive clean refueling station construction emissions,” But may. mon:
accurabely refleet the “mintrom™ amissions from this activity.

In this vein, the District provides no evidence related b the chamacteristics of the existing
{leet refireling infrastructure, bow much of this infrastmucture would be affected by the
rule, and how conversion to now reficling systems might be coordinated in an efficient
manner. That is to say, South Coast provides no information or insight into how the
propesed rules would acmally be implemented, which would to a large extent determine
reaulling eosts and air quality benefits. :

June 2000
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5-11

5-12

5-13

5-14

15

1B

7

The L¥iserict consistenady poines T existing prbiic fealth and safen regedarions o supeos
thedr wiew that the aew frucl stracture, regrerdless of the additinnal esvironmental wisks i
my pose, will result in no noticechle fmpeces. For exarple, Sooth Coast sugeests that
the web of laws. regulations, and practices cwmently poverning hattery disposal provides
sufficicnt evidenee to Belicve that the additional soppdies of wxae barleries generatel in
the regien by the propased mles wall e disposed of peoperly. Flowevern these regulalions
wire designed and currcntly operate ina warld w wiuch South {loast’s rules were nal
odopted, or cven considored. As o resuit, their very existonce cannot be desmed sufficwent
o adeguately proteet the puklic from the risks associated with an entirely new fucl
struchure, partigularly one which could [cad 10 an onder of magninde imerease in battory
use, Likeswise, the dangers of ignorance, accidents. sl cegalatory avoidancy ane
prrticularky acwte dunmy transition penids - organcoatiens which are ool fzeiliar with
cxisting niles will be taking on aew responsibilities, with concernitant possibilities for
crrer. South Coast shoubd explicitly address these fransition efTects i eodacting i
analysis.

To demtansteiale water guaiiiv-refelod trpravesiomts Soutk Coosr assumes that flect
velucles partivipale e ed moter ol dumping in the same fashion ws the overadl universe
e velicles. This 13 both counter to the Dhatrict’s sssumption Uhat repulations by their
very exislence cure all ills, and 10 the very sioacture of the proposed rules, which aee
based on ihe notion that fect operators are betur able 1o manage theic fuel svatems. Jo
any cvent 1L scoms bikely 1hat foet operatars ispose af their wsed oil in 2 mete
responsible fashion than the generi pablic.

The Dixtrut woiuwmes o gaselite price which [s more than 30 percens linver than existing
privey. Alhough fuel prces continually change, Soulh Coast should seek advice fiom
e CECT on the appropriate pricing method o adapt in the analysis.

The CEOA Analysis Reflects Many Inagcoricies and Inadequacies

-1}

South Coasr inadegraiety treats N emission reduction poreatiol of die praposed e
For cxample,

] Sourh Coast does not account for the environmiendal implications af the reduclion
invehicle turnover rates. An older fleet vehivle will eesult in bigher apsregate
emissaans, hath from delayed purchases of new, lower emissoan vebicles and from
angoing deterioration in on-boerd conwral devices. The District has excluded s
factor from it's cstimate of the nel emission resdocticnes assaciated with the
proposed rules.®

HSPA Coreres en {E{QA Roview af Proposed Rules
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5-16

5-17

5-18

5-19

5-20

5-22

5-23

5-15

5-21

{101 iy incorrect for South Coast te assign diesel and gasoline smissions the same
index. Instead, the Dustrict sbnold inghule an assessment of how lower sulfur
diczel and advanced exbaust ater-ireatment will affect dicscl cmissions.

{11} In Appendix B the Lstrict compares the regulatory fimints for new diesel cngines
wilh Tecent emission st data Nom new U0 engines, an “apples and oranges™
gomparizon, MNow dicscl cngings must be certified at loweat levels than the limirs
0 pass. and 1csl data has nothing o do with the CARB and 115, Enviconmental
Prolection Ageney (EPA) CNG certification complianee requurements. [nons
respoct the District should anly take credit for cnforccable cmissions bencfis.

{121 South Coast stales Ihat 1he applicable PA limil far dicsel HODDWs s 0 | gonbhp-
hr, while the comme! Timit is §,05.

(13 OO eedueling amd ventmg, greenhouse gas €omssons bave nol be considorsd

Wifule che IXxtrict excreines the mplications of the adiditional trips coaused bu e lower
eneryy comiend of @lfernarive fucls,” it dacs nar conmider rhe congestion-relared
cemseguences of these gow trips. hot does Souwth Coast analvee the possibility that
opetators will enlarge their fleets substantially so a5 1o maintain exigting schedoles, and
therchy Lkewise incresse repional congestion. Criven the signi Doant contribotar trallic
congestion can make o polluliog ar erussions - long an cnphasis in Disteict policy

Bouth Coust dees ot addvess the patentiaf for greaer rogd weor und sear reswliong from
dfervieer afternarive fuel velicles. move teips, v move vehreles. The need for addienal
maimenance would act to increase public scelor costs: raise cangestion levels; and indoce

Saneth Covst ders not address the potertial tud, if transit operators slew thewr vehicle
furr-gver rates, the average age of tees within particndar flects will vise, which v fuee
will radrcr the aitructiveress of s seevice it dhose areas. This could Tesl o g reduced
demand for meess ransit service, and greater pavale vohicle use

"n Cubed s eecommenads that U0, methane, and P8 be aclude in Tables 2-1 and 2-2.

“In addifian, the Dustncl assumes thinl the vehicles oo aveage wouold deive an additional five miles 9 e-

I the analvsis.
e
—  (hess A notable (law.
115
| additicnal pelluting air emissions,
(e
tucl

FAPA Cammenis on UFREM Review of Proposed Rules

It 1 an extremely cunescrvative dssumpdion. W ich Less than i CMG refueling stations i bbb within the

Ehstrivt it s cncalistic 1o assume that on average a velucle need andy drive an addinices] 2 3 nules. South Caase
shioald sureey existing O dleet operitons o dviemaine the distance they curently have 1o fzave | oo locate an ofl-

sibe refucling, stelion.

h
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5-24

5-25

5-26

5-27

(L7} Seteth Ceooxe's treatment of schands brves wnfer the proposed vides is inconsiztene” {n
the one hand the [District states thal remcyval o buses Tom service was 1ot considered
beoause preposed rube 1193 pravides a fimancial handship waiver, On the other band the
District counts v air guality bene fies associated weih the role as i Fne schoals wil] ke
advaniage of the hardship provision. However, it is likely that every schoal bus eperater
may ask for an cxcmption. Accordingly, the Desteict should oat lay claim ta any
associated air quality encfits unless it can affinnatively show thar the operatars can

| afford te mcet the new malcs with cxisting resources.

CLHY  Sowth Cousr sfetes that L almest 75 percent of fhe slecteieny lsod i D SCTLAE S
furisdiction i5 imported from owt-gf-disteict ond owe-of-stale plants, Thus there s a
substantial amount af wnused generslimg capacity withun the SCAODMI's junsdiclion
Any additional elecimoity mesded By power new electric metors wouhd most Tikely be
provide] by put-ot-busio and aut-nl-sate pawer plants™ The second senteonce of th
st tement loes not fallisw o eber the firso ar e thoed. [nany event, up o 7 new ar
repowered penesars focalesl moor near Califomia ave expected aver the nexe decade,
Many of lhese will he siteal i the basn {e.e., San Bervardue), and wilk disploce out-of

| regiom power imporis.

The CECA Apalvsis Ingdequately Exanunes Altemative Fugl Hagards

1191 Alrkowgsh Sowed Coust raises same aluramng wsies ahent the ficards axsocrelod « i
aiterrative el vahicles, i dows fiitle fe cddress pussible wssociafod owdcomas For
cxample, “Unlike gasaline, methamal can ignite i encloscd spaces such as fuel
tanks...;"" “There are conflicting data abouwt the salcry of compressor slalions,™' “When
rmainkainime N -fseled vehicles, there is a danger of releasing gas in the maintenunee
shap pulentially creating explosive hazards.™ The DHsidct asserls thatl these safety
issues are erther taken care of by cuisting regulations, vr have been addressed through
case stodies. without providing any evidense that the improverients made at Baltimare

washington International. far cxample, have been widely adopted.'t

*appem F, page 1§

"L'hup:n 4 - FEevirvnomental Lnpaces and Mitigation. page 4-2%.

" hapigr d, page 4 BL

Mpage 451

Page 4-54. See also pages 4-Bboon the bacgnds of LNG, and 4-358 on the osks assoculed with |10

12] ihewise, the DHstricd showld inc lude acodent el oideal daca for all of the fusls discussed m 1he repor
(e g, diese], C%45, LMGH0 Uable 3235, and should identify any sooent emergency ineisdents wih OW 0 LN

W5 Cammenrs on T Beview of Proposed Riles 6
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5-28

5-29

5-30

5-31

5-32

{20

Whale everal] risks assecialed with alternative facls may be no preaton than the exisling
system, they are cerlainly differenl. Fleet operators. fite dopaniments. and other reles and
uriani galions have much less expenience handling altcmative fucls, and. particularly
during & Trsmsition phase, this will increase the probability that accidents will happet.
Likewize, given fre depanments’ limited experonce with CWNG, additional training and
rew cguipment will be nesded  These potential costs and outc emes should be
upproprialely addressel in the analvsis, Speci Geally, the Disinct shawld obtain
tlocumenied inpub fom bl amd state fire eaperts and emergency response personne on
the relative bazands and trainiog and equiprment necessary o eesprond to alternativee fuel
accidents. Thus inguoy should inelode an investigation ito e potential risks of
ermergency vehoeles beang stranded fot lack of fuel i cases of earthquakes and fires when
suppkies of extremely tlanmable ONCr are unavailable.

The LDisteics docs wot adeguately address tow the geograpiic distrifieon af feees and
Juedig srations would affect public iealeh and safety visks. For example, depending on
where the fucling ceoters are focated, they may uch Lo increase Tisks 1o e affected
populations, Likewise, Ihe addifional stativos amd greater dispersion of vebicles causod
by the newl [or mere IAps or vehicles eould 1o the emotgency response system should
T than one accident oeeur fimultaneausly.

{21}

22

Sowth Coasr vedies on a vefinery FIR for CARR Phaxe I povolie o eslimate the impat
af the low salfur iesel reguremens. Since many vefiners made investments to produce
CARE diesel & few yeans prior o CARDB Phase 11 it may be more useful to basc diescl-
related cost estmiates oo EIR s developed for these prejects.

Semarh Ceaeve fgnowes the possibiline thas, given the increased demanid for aanwral gax
cwpsed frv e propesed rieles, other afteraative fiel regrudinrens, aned oigoing eleeiric
recustey resoraciaring, additional pipefine copacitne meay be reguived w the reyeon. Thas,
s turi, wonld resalt in consinaction-related impacts thatl were not considered in the
analvsis. Likewise, the qualily of additional naturat pas supplics may adverscly impaet
cnussions and vehicle performance. The Mhscrict should investigats whether or nol
avallable supplies of altemarive fuels consstently meet CARE speeifications,

The fow veedfir mermdate cenfd foree grecier refiaace an foreign off feyrares feg,
Felomrersian), welh concomitunt econohiles mpects. This (5 becaaze Alugkan amt
Califeenian oil tends e bave higher sulfur content. Likewise, the sulfor will neel b
disposed ol ertber proditally of at 2 loss. The resulling higher cosls, inwem, woull need
Lo be collerted [tom a consumplion base tat would be shrinking s @ rusule ol the
proposcd rules, therehy likely leading to higher fuel prices,

WSPA Comnments o L FLA Review of Proposed Rules 7
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5-33

5-34

5-36

5-35

The CEQA Analysis lgoares Impoctant Transition [asues

124)

(3

(2a}

Scuth Coust ipacres the potersial tuverse comseguences associatoed with the sipmiffcant
transition perred cawsed iy the praposed rulex. Tar example, many of e fleer spermers
willnot have experience with ahemalive fuel vehicles, at beast not on the scale prompled
by the praposals. Likewise, allemnative fucl velucla perfirmance may be suhstantally
unkneown, and over the short-rerm Neels could cxpericnes more beeak-downs, Simee e
allemative fuck vehicle infrastructune is much less developed than the existing dissel-
dominated swsten, pars and adeyuate repair setvice may he difficuln o find. Thesc
faclars in tm could lead o addituineal congestion resulting from on-road hreak-downs;
mare crissians siemming Joom the need (o shtle shipments and repair services 10 ad
trom disabled vehicles; an increased reluctunce 1o purchase new techiology, and adverse
acruamic impacts elaled to reduced efficiencies and serviee slow-downs.

The CEQA Analveas Inadeguately Examincs Potential Comulative Jrinpacs

Sowih Ceast prrovides o supedficial treatment of the potenrial cununfutive impaces of the
progoced rules. Even within Lhe namew definitton of “cumulative™ asserled by he
Dhsiniad (sce below) very Iitle information is provided oo theac potential smpacws. Far
example, the District asserts: " The overall consiruction-related impaets of implementang
the propased Moot males are cxpected o be similar or the same a5 for constraction
activitizy assoridledd with pasoline and dicse! fuels. Thereliore, potential cumulative
sigtulleant adverse harard impacts are not anticipated front the implementation of Ihe
proposed fleet vehicles ™ This staternent ignores the fact that it s the proposed ruley
themsclves that prosgt the corstruclion aclivity — absent the rules aggregate building
would be musch less for "treaditiomal” as well as altemative fucls. Likewisc, the Dnstrct
completely omits the consequences of the constan! regulsione chanpes that are heing
imposed on the state’s retimeries fom 3% analysis'*

Althergrty Sooerh Coast wneerstartds Shae the progesed rules aee pued of srgeing offoets o
alter Califernza s fiel wfraseriemee, ir docs o address the cunmdative implicaiions of
fris arevety. For example, South Coast states that = wWith regaed 1o FITOW s, the proposcd
Heet would accelerate an exisling rend of meving away from diesel-fueled TR s 10
alicmative clean fuel TS, Further, even without the propescd fleet vehicle rubes.
greater penetration of altemative clean el HDWs will ocour because of (AR S existmy

HAPA Comimenris on CEQA Beview of Proposed Rudes

Chapie o paye 4 79

Piven th pubbic reypunse 10 bigher gasoline prices. it seems pamizalacly incspessbly for the Drstnct ael

to fully consider the cost cansequences ul e mulitade of petroleom-related requirements cerrentdy exbcremg fram
ban Houth Coast and CARB.

i
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5-36 aod limre anticipated HDV gtandards ™ ‘Yet no finther analysis iz preseited on how the
cont. entirety of these linked policies will affect the region's ewvironment,

The CEChA. Analysiz Tznores Environmental Jusficg Issues
5-38 (27 Sowth Coast asserts that the pr.apased refe would contvibute to emvironmeniaf fustioe "

B Hewever, the CEQA document contains no analyses of the possible geographic or
demiopgraphic conzequences of the proposed actien. For example:

5-39 = . The additienal allemative Fueling stations induced by the 1ule are likely to be
disproporlicnataly Tncated in areas with substantial industrial and commereial
dewelopiment, ntear low-income or minority communifics.'?

5-41 . Centralized refueling infrastructors could result in more refusling-oriented trips
through these commnwinilics, A
5-42 : - Tranzit disiricrs located in pariicidar jurisdictions may be less able ta afford

replucement vehieles, thereby potentiaily reducing service to nearby residents, snd
maintaining older, higher emitting, fleets for [onger time poriods than other aceas,

5-43 The Digtrict neads to fbly investigate these and other cyuily iBsues o &5 Lo provide
dectgica-makers with a-comprehensive nnderstanding of how: the propased mles atffect
| the statuz of environmental justice in the: Bagin..

The Alternatives Assessmep] 14 ressly Iﬂgx,leguaxé_

5-44 (28)  Sowth Coast iy dismiseive of possille profect alternatives without giving ary of fhem
much consideraticn. For example: .

5-37 _ YSChapter 4, page 4-103. 1o this vein the District should assume that EPA’s 2006/7 natienwide emission
Timits for newe HDWE would be adopied by the eod of this year ond.fully implamented by 20600,

I Alhongl & single dxfinition of srvironmentel justies hus not been widely adapred, it oasely sefers to ihe
incquitable diseribution of huroan-induced eovironmental larms, pacticularly an tow income and non-white
populitions,

Msimilarly, baitery dispogal Facilitics may be disproportonately located in these sreas, Tothis vein, as
5-40 pointed oat by (Bie ity of Los Anpeles, the District hus dene very little o identify the grographic impkications of
(be mle-indweed fireling infrostrachers, See Lefier to Bacry Wallerstcin, Bxcoutive Officer, from the City of Log
Anzsles, December 14, 1999, . :

WEPA Comments an CEC Review of Proposed Rules -9
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5-45 (7% While additional ingentives may not bs . within the regalatony authentyof the

SCAQMD,,™ the District centainly could worll with other regulatary and:
legislative agencies 1o devalop an effective matket-haszed proprarn, ag well ag
hamess wvarlable state (Unds in service of alr quality improvements.

5-46 C 30 Given the shiting namee of available technalogy, a phased-approach may provide
the flexibility fleets nead to select the appropriate fiel when it is avaifablc.

(31)  Given emerping CARB reaulations, without flly medsling the emissions
5-47 implications -- and cxamining their relaiive cost-eflectivensss and equity
implications -~ of both state and regional proposals it is diffieult ta assess what
— region-specific policics would be most appropriately adopted at this time.
The Thstrict should comprehensively re-evahiate the potential For alternatives to provide
5-48 simnilar zir guality beneiits in a more cost-effective fashion,

Sincersly,

A Mo,

Steven I, hdoss
Parier, M. Cabed.

w‘:hap‘bc; 5 pape 5-2,
REPA Comments on CEQA Review of Proposed Rules : -0
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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 815168. 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 815168) 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
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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.
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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
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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
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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
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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.
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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 wvehicle 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
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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 815382 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.
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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 EI 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
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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 11 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
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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
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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 wvehicle 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.
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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.
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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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1. Bamy Wallersesin

Execurive Oificer

South Coast Ajr Qualily Manapement Dhsirict
21565 E. Copley Ave.,,

Diamoend Bar, Ca.

Fe: Comments on Sourth Coast Afr Qualiey Management District Fleet Bules

Dear De. % E?

The Western States Petroleum Association (WSPA] is a trade proup represenong
aboul 30 rarmpares that expleore, develop, refine, market and transpor petrolewrn and
pelroleum products. Many WSFA members have exeenisive operations o Southern
Califoreia and have 2 vital interest 1n the Sputhern Califoria econommy. As yvou koow,
WEPA nas been active ty air quality jssues for the past 30 years.

WEPA supports the need o improve air quality in the Sowth Coast Hasin,k We
agrec that al] sources should reduce cmissiens i an squitable and cost effective manner.
Lmfartunately, we still must oppose the Distraet's set of proposed fleet niles becanse thay
are netther equitable nor cost cftective,

WEFA is basing our analysis on the District's own statemnents that the rules will
prahibit the vse of divse] fuel for tew vehicles and force the use of cither fiels in a
mmanner *hat, by definitian, 5 net economic, By taking this arbiteary aclion to ban the use
of new digsel vehicles, we believe the Dismict will uhnecessandy interfere wath the
marker place, hinder the developirent of new cmission control technalogies and more

importantly delay etnistion redyctions tha would otheraise Geour axcspl for these rles,
We understznd that the District belizves that its coabling autharicy in the Health
and Safety code prohibits the uge of diesel-fucled vedicles. We do not agree with this
interprefdion. The District's position 1§ also inconsistent withy the use af diese] fusl for
medium duty vehicles in subsection (4} of Rula 1181 {i.e., CARR's list of wehigles that
comnply with the LEV, SULEV, and ULEY definifions). The Diswict's nconsistency is
sk Either the Distrct 18 empowersd w0 allow dissel-powered vehicles under its
rules arits fs not. In cither case, if the Distict continues to assert that the legislative
authorty 13 derived from Seotion 40447.5, it Is undikely chat the Districr ¢an arbitrarly
_aI]ow Gjesel-powered vehicles in one regulation apd peohibit 115 e 0 another, While

506 M, Brard Bk, Suble 1400 & Goendaly, Caltormia 91203 & (818) S43-5348 o FLX [§18; S45-0954
i
TPl Pl .
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6-0c

6-0d

6-0e

6-0f

we understand rthat we must make svery effort o reduce missions, ta suggest [o Lhe

Bnard that 1t should set an impartant pelicy lo ban the use of dicse] fiel in new light and
medmm dury vehicles for, as yet undefined incremermal emission reduetions is ill-
advised  Thz District musl, a1 2 minimism evaluste the incremental emissions beosfit

fruen prohibiting the use of dicss] fuel ag well 28 the sconomic impaet.

With regard to providing lower sulfur diesel fuel o engble the uge of gdvanced
oxhaust afterireatment, W3PA s still suppartive of & demand side rule whereby the fleet
aperaral would be required rr purchade the lower sulfur fucl. To dare, three WSPA
members, ARCOBP, Equilon and Toseo have voluntariky announced their willingnsce to

sapply such furl to fleets that inlend to wse exbanst aftcrereatment.

In crder to facilitete 3 more informed discussion, we would be mast intereated in
working with the Tistrict and the Celifornia Air Herources Board ta csiahlish programs
thar provide squivalent or greater cmission reductions in a more fuel neotra)] manner. We
Tee] that such discussions could lead ta research, technelagical inmovahon, and other
aporoaches that would result in improved air quality much more rapidly and with a
| reduced econamic impacl

WEPA provided bo the Dustrer {Tancary 21, 2000) ¢omespondence that calls int
question the euthosity oi the District to promulga these regulatgans. We reiterate our
contams that the Distost may be presmpted by federal legslation in this area. We
canrione o believe that Neet and fuel regulatfons are mare properly developed at the
State level [or & vanety of reasons including legislative authedty and effects on (nire- and
inter-state commerce. ki gy eveot, the imtent should be ro reduce smizsians without
regard 1o fus] type -- 2o approach 1hat should be used by any aponey ausmpting to

megulate i ihis ared. WIPA will expand on this issue in a fubire letter to the District.

Specific Comments for Rule 11%91:

Emission Benefits: Tt came as a significant surprisa ta find that the Preliminary Staff
Keport is not clarmng any emisston reductions ic diesel exhaust patiicudates for Hule
£191. The Repon spends considerable ttme discussing the MATES T Study, the
identification of diesal exhaust as a Texic A Contaminumt, and the role diese] plays in
the estimaled cancer risks only 1o find that thiz rele provides no disse] particulate
emission reductions. MATES [1 estimated the mobile souree hydrocarbon emissions at
aver 24 T/T¥ or approxtmataly 8,760 vyr. Assuming all the hydrecarbon emtission
redictione ure taxic — which they are o1 -~ This amounls to less than 0.09% of the
prablarn. Giver that the District is justifiring this segulation as necded to improve air
guaity and reduce toxic risk, the lack of any amission reductions atiribatable to thas ruls
is very trouhling. The lack of emission reductions, shows that the measure is not cest
cfieetive.

The Prelimunary Staff Repott slso estimabes the NOx reduction at 2 tops'year in
2010, The deaft Enviroromental Asgsezement Document in Table 4-7 astimates that Ryles
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L1591 and ' 194 combined provide pe measymhle redustion of any paljutamt uneil 2004,
For pupescs of comparigen, CARE's Urben Bus Rule is estimated to provide almost

2,000 tons/yeur of MO reductions and over 9 1008 per year of digsel particufate
reductions. Apain, as in the previous instance, the lack of demonstrated amissions
benefits coupled with The posssbility of add:tanal flest operating costs demonsmates that
the propesal peeds reconsideration.

The emiszion henefa caleulated by this rule assumes that by 2004 over 30% of
vehicle sates will be ULEY s - m effect tightening the proposed standards from LEV ta
VLEV. Although this is likely the case for Light Duty Vehicles (LDV's), we question
if Thiz will e trog for Medinm Duty Vehicles (MDV's},  We cite Footyote 2 for Table E-
2 that supgests that over 50% of LDW's in 2004 will nzed ta be ULEY's 1 apder to
comply with Cotporate Fleet Averapes required of aulo manufacturers. However, no
guch smilar explanation is provided for MDV's (Table E-4).

The repott needs Lo provide a basiz for assuming thal over 50% of the MIV's
aller 2004 will be ULEV's. Likewise we question the assumption of the dramatic
increase in ULEY's m medium duty vehicles Som MY 2000 through 2003, All these
assumptions ars very important to the estimated cmission benefits from Rule 1191
becanse the ULEV émission limits are considerably lower than the LEY limuts. [1is
urclear whether the Report assumes this feve] of market penetration will apply to both
ligit and medivm duty vehicles or just light duty, We request that the District clanify this
puirL.

cl. Delnitions:

Fleet Vehicles. Custamarily, fleets are delined a5 a group of vehisles that are or could be
centrally fucled. True to the sizs of the Districr, it may be pessible for individual vehicles
owned andior uperated by a public agency to be widely separated by more than a hundred
riles. We therefore recotumend that the District amend jts definition of flest vehicles Lo
only apply this ruls ta fleers that are or could be centrally fueled or that "exelusively
remue” to 2 centmal facility for fueling.

We mave subrmitted THiS 2omarem to you in the past but regrestably found that it
had been ignored in the Public Comment Section of the Preliminary Staff Report.

d). List of Compliant ¥ehicles:

1. The orginal Rule 1190 required gasoline powered vehicled to be certified at ane-half
the aimussion il stherwise required by California tales, The March 2000
Preliminery S:aff Report does not address this issus making 1t impossible to tell if this
iz #i]l the case. WSPA reguests any final Staff Repore clearly state the eritexia for
ligting complying vehicles. Thus is anather comment that had been submitted o you
garlier but was ipnered in the Preliminary Staif Repeort,

L
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2, We appreciate the Distriet's action to address our easiier suggestion fhat the criteria
far tightening the emission limits for fleel vehicles from LEV 1o LTLEY should be
dene separately fur light and medium duty vehicles,

3. We glso appreciate the District responding o gur concern about the use of previously
ovwned vehiciss. We wontd stll suggest that a provision be added o subsection {d}
eoncerming ihis issut to climnate any confisiva in the furre.

4. Finally, we appreciats the District's propasal that attempted to respond o our cotcem
that there may bs insuificient medium duly vehicies certified as 2 LEW andfor with
alternative fuels o meet the geeds of public fieets. We don't disagree with the
general concept that would allow a flect to purchase @ higher exutting vehicl: nat
otherwise alloaed onder the rule i the exeess cmissions are offsel by purchasing
cleun st than required vehiclas 1f this was the only amaan coversd Ty thiz rule we
could support the approach. Unfertunatcly, the proposed rile will also apply ko a
dizsel fizelsd medium duty LEV ar T'LEY that would arpusbly prodace no exoess
emisgions and therefory require oo ofSsets. As the rule is currently written, a feet 1hat
purchases a fully complying diesel vehicle would be treated unfairly becauss: the fleet
wruld still meed to provide offsele. The fact that the proposed ruie woid mandate
only the use of altemztively furled vehicles w0 offser these fictional excess emissons
adas insulr to gjury.

Regamdless of our above roneetn we have adced staff jor cheir caloulations an how
they determined the proposed offsets. Linnl we have the District's calonlations WEPA
iz unable to derermine if they are appropriate.

1) Exempdons:

1. Proposed Rule 119] exemprs privatchy operated fleets unless subject to provisions in
{elar (). 1tis unclcar how subsection {e) or {c) would have the patential for
inciuding private fleets. If so, why ig it necessary to add this condition to thar
exemplion? [fthey da, would the Distict please ¢lanfy how this would ceow? This
#gain 18 8 comment Wwe had eubmitted exrlier but found no response in the Preliminary
Staff Report.

2. Atarecenl mesting soveral pubiic works depanment representalives discussed the
roile of their vehicles in respanding o smergency simarions. They cued fram
carthquakes and majar fires, where they were cancerned that, if forced to purchase
and use alternsrively fusled vehicles, hey may nol be able to provide the services
they are responsible 1 paty out. They providod examples where in such situations
dicsel fus) had been air lifted in 1o the location to enable them o continue doing their
fob. We suggest vou carefully consider thege comments especially 25 it relaled to the
ragulanion of medium duty vehicles.

Speciflc Comments on Rule 11392
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6-0g

cont.

Whils W5SPA understands that a new version of Propoged Rule 1152 was released
on Wednesday, April 19, we have pot had time to review it Our cormments below refleet
the Distrct’s proposed rule that was releassd in March, 2000,

Need

The District has yet to showr that their proposed Rule 1192 for transitz buses

provide incrementally goegter cost effective emission reductions hevond what js sireadw
MEM Unei the Districs provides us information on the

emissions benafits from cach specific rule and the costs of each ruls this evaluation wall
be impessible

Lack of Bistrict Auhonty o Resnlate

We believe that the District has no authority to regulate tmamsit bus fleets. MNeither
Section 43447.5 ror 405) 9 expressly reference transit bus flects or for thar maner heavy-
duty velucles in general. Section 404475 in particwlar would anly allew the Distriet e
require cettain owners and operators of mublic and commercial fleel vehicles do purchase
vehicles which are capable of operating gn alternative fuels and 1o operate on those fuels
to the maximwn sxtent feasible, The context of the statules scems o have besn mors in
keeping wilk attention [o light and mediem duty gasoline-powered vehicles. (Even them
the passape of tims clearly has demonsorated that matcdated ose of alternative fuels has
not resulted in emission reduckions comparable with amisgion redection pained fom the
use wf refoirualated gaseling and dicsel fielz.)

In shewt, piven: &) the general allocation of authorjty that exists in the Health and
Safety Codé (for ARR regulation of mobile sources); b) the express authornity of the ARH
to regulate transit buses reinforced by the vehicle cads; ¢) the absence of any specific
authority widh respeet 1o transit buzes in the Health and Safety Code ralating to District
avthonity; d) passage of the recent transit bus rule by ARP that did not include any
provision for local disirier regutation; and ¢} the fact that Froposed Ruale 1192 s
inconsisrest with the AHBs fiel-nauiraj approach to transu bus emission regulation, we
belicve thet & good argument can be made that pewther the Distoct nor ather local air
Jdistrict can adopt local altermative fuel-ohly (or any other) cmissicn control requirements.

Mandated Fue] Type

This rule mandates the purchase of only aftermatively fucled urban transit busas
that are operated by goverriment sgencics or operatod by private entties vnder contract to
governmental agencjes that provide passenger service including intra- ang intercity
shuttle service. WEPA stretuusly opposes the mandating of a specific fuel or mging
technology imstead of cstablishing an emission performance leve! and aflowing fusls and
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6-0g
cont.

coygnes bo compete fairly and equitably with out governmental inteTferemee, We belicve
olber aittrnarive contral appraaches are available to the District (hat achieves equivalent
cmissien reductions witheat the disruptive effects of 2 mmandate,

Definigones are vague and uhrgasopable

The re provides no guidancos on what it means o “operate’’ in the Distmct. While the
Fule states that it does not cover achoo] tmnepontation sepvices, jong-fislance services
{out-af-the Listrict) and heavy-duty on-road vehicles not wzed for passenger scrvice,
further defimition is needed 1o reduce confusion on the part af urban bus fleet operators.
17 a bus fect visits the South Coast Air Basin (SCAR} o0 ah intermittent basis {say, cnce
pa weakT), does thar count as "operaies” within the Dismict? What about ance per day?
If an aperalar has one or twe buses visiticg the Diswict, does that bus trigeer the
regquiremest for the entire fleet”

Implementation ling

The rule would go inta effect immediately upon adoption. We believe this 15 an
ynrealisiic requirement, Instead, we recomumend that a rule of this type be phased-in evsr
a2 peried of geveral years o hilp enswre a smoother and less disrupiive implemencation.

Allgrnanve prupgsal

CARH recontly adopted a nile that applies 16 Whan bus fleats throughout the State,
W5P A supporied the adoption of this rule, Any action by die Drstrier 1o zpply
incrementally miere tulas ot the urban bus flests should be complementary o, and
consistent with, the provistons of the ARB male. It should be pointed out that many of the
fleets may choose 10 comnply with the altamatively fusled pathway in the ARB rule
making the Distrct's proposed Rule 1152 unnccessary, Thus, the most feasible cholce
For the District woueld be to work with ARB to perhaps extend its rode o inelude & targer
number of weighs classes -- thereby giving the Thstrict addivonal emission reductions.

WESPA stands by [1s comanitment 19 improve Rir quality Lheough feasible, mealistie
and sound soluticns. The District's proposed Bule 1192 does net fufbll these cntena
That notwithatanding, wee rejterate our commitment o wark with you to develop a
solution tinat meets the needs of the basin and can be umplemented 1n 8 manner consistent
wirh golfd scpnormics apd statutory fedquirements.

it onal mernts

In addition To the comrmems submitted Ly b et al that are heing submimed under
separate cover oo WSPA's behalf, we have the fallowing jssues:
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6-1

6-2

Pape 3-23: Befermpee to the GRI study showld be deleted.

Califernia estimated risks from diesel panticulate (as an air toxic) are prasented in other
CARB references. The GRI risk estimate based on dizse] ag a generie particulate has not
been perfunined for other Tisticl rules and the documentanon of the number is not
presemred. We know of ne CAEB or OEHHA based risk mumbers for genenc
partcolates.

Pape d=15: The derivation of g "Estimaresd Yehiels Togic Risk Ratio

The derivation of an “Estimated Vehiele Toxic Risk Ratio” between dicse] and
rafural gas powered vehicies is rather meaningless given the fack of duta on
particulate taxieity from natural gas onigines. The toxicity of diesed emissions

has been extensively siudied in both animal ixicolory end coaupational
epidemiology studics, Natural gas emissions have not been studied Therefore, a
comparison of this type is irelevant until toxisity data i fortheoming from
naiural gas eegines. The analysis presented assumes that carbonacenus particles
from CNIG engpines are absojutcly harmmbess and shis 12 not known since (hey have
naver been studied. The comparison shold be [fnited to emission from each
gource chat have besn squally characierizad or the analysis should be daletad

from the meport.

Page 4-80: Comparizon nf toxjeity of methanol, gaseling and methanal.

This section 15 incredibly misleading. It tnes to make methanal appear w be

less tostic than other fuels by stating cthar "diese] diel and gasoling contain
components that are congiderably mere hazardoos than mathangl”. The toxicity of
minor constituents is iwreicvant. The obyvioud comparison is the oral taxisity
between thess fuels which would show that methanol is mere hazardous. This
companson has been conspicuonsly Jaft gor.

The CECIA document agd Staff Report make lithe meghion of the hazards af ONG. We
were informed by a participant af & recent Districr Workshop that the National Firs
Protection Azsociation rates CNG with 2 higher hazard rating than gasoline or diesel el
Paraphrasing, a speaker nored, "This series aof rles will move transportation companies
users into a fuel eonsidersd mors hazardous from 4 fire standpoint by the NFPA." This
opivagn and the amendant nsks should be spelled out very clearly in the CEQA doeument.
Istead of answering this issue ditectly, the District attempted to distaiss the increased
hazard of CNG by maxing reference o itz high ignition temperature. That answer misses
the mark. What is mare jmperiant from a hazard standpoint & its physieal properties as
a gas whicl allaw it 1o disperse immediately upen release and prasent an sxplosion

hazard.
The t and Staff Beport consistently downplay the
fuels and sivess the potenttal prohlems with pefrodenm boased fisls. The Report se=ms
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always to highlight the risks of paraleum products while minimizing the rsks posed by

_alwemative fueks. Consider, for cxample, methanol, 3 fuel that is inelnded io the Health
and Balcty Code sestion cited by the Districs 2s the basis for itg rlemaking. Methanod,

like MTEE, is scluble in groundwater and will ravel at a faster rate than diesel or
pazcling. There are qurrently b drinking water standards for methanel, nor is that
rompound routinely menilored, While methano] is more biodegradable than many dicse]
and gasoline components, this characteristic can also be a source of problems in drinking
watcr systems beeavge water systems showld oot be contaminated with rmicrobiat
nutrietits. The Dlistrict would be better servad by a balaneed lock at havards and dsks

| posed by all fuel types.

In summary, based on the latest emisgion information in the Preliminary Staff
Report, the iszues e Dave raised, the camplets lack of dosumentation in any
gotiveconaynie document, WEPA enconrages you ta withdraw Rules 1191, 1192 and
1193 from the Board's consideration. We intend to formally send a request ta the Board
to reconsider the scheduled Fune hearing on any of thess tules.

Should you have any questins, please feel free to cotact me.

Sincarely,

** TUTHL FHGE.8E3 &=+
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6-8

6-9

Wostem States Patrolearm Assoriation

Michael D. W. :
e nd April 27, 2000

Opecalirg and Ensircarmental 18504E

. Darren Sirgd

Sonth Coast Air Quality Management Dlisfrict
21885 E. Copley Dr,,

DHamond Bsar, CA,

Re:  Additional WSPA ¢orements on SCAQMD Flest Rules BIR.

Dear blr. Stroud:

The Western States Petroleum Association {WSPA) ie a trade group that
ropresents approximately 30 companies that explore, develop, refine, market and
transport petrolemm and peteolenm products. WERA, is sending, under separale cOVer, anr
commiments on 1he Staff Report and a review of the Distriet’s CEGA documents propared
by M. This letter provides additional WEPA comments an {he Dismict's Califernia
Environmental Quality At (CEDA) analysis for its Proposed Bules 1191, 1192 and
1183,

Fage 4-8 Canparisen of Conventional Fuels to Alternative Clean-Fuels. The report
altesnpts to use 8 simplistic AICHE comparisen of gasoling and alterngtively fueled light
dnty vehicles. We don't believe the AICHE analysls as oniginally developed is divectly
applicable for medimn mnd heavy-duty vehicles. Given the gross nalure of the
assegstnent this wnalysis is misloading. Because the Report does ile own assesSrtent we
recommend tiis dable be complately removed from the rapord.

Net Energy Efficiency: It is widely accepted that diesel engincs aoe some of the mnst
energy efficient engines In operation today. Even when you look at the entire life-oyele
a5 did 2 Harvard Cenler For Risk Analysis study one nermally concludes thal “the use of
natural gas instead of dieael in heavy duty vehicles resulis 10 S to 10 per cent inercases in
areen house gascs.” The District’s staff vepart for Kule 1191 indicates that dissel
contains 28% mote enerzy per equivalent liquid galion when comparst to CNG. In
Appendix G of this xeport it sppears that dicsel engines arc more efficicnt than gascline
or CNG. (Given these facts and the District's apparent agreament with them, the Staffs
conclusion and bavis for ranking CNG energy efficiency highar than diesel £

wnsubstantiated, This conclusion must be further documented or withdrawn

Greenhouse Mwnissions: The report found that USEPA cmissien factors for gasoline and

S0% M. Braibt Bivd., ol 1400 & Glendelo, Califernln 512063 & (B8] SA8.5242 & FAX (818) 540054

1

Pt On recyched pap.
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6-9

cont.

6-10

6-11

6-12
6-13

6-14

dicse] mobile sources showed diescl having CO2 stnissions 7 percent higher per
MMETLE. Since diezel engines bave mare cfficient than CNG, their 02 cmissions ona
gram per mile basis are considerably lowsr than CNG. In addition, NG refucling and
venting ernissions of methane, a very reactive SICCHNIQUES FA5 APPETs to have not besan
considered. A Harvard Center fur Rizk Analysis report ¢oncluded thal even when
considered on a life-cyele basis CNG was expactid 1 produce higher gregnhousc
erpissions.

Al of the above factors suggest the District's report needs to be rewriiten to improve ite
use gnd interpretaton of dalt.

Page 4-12 Air Quality. Tabtes 4-7 and 4-% present the accumulative ait bensfits from, all
the proposed rales. We ragues! the aecwmulative asvessment break ot the anabvsis by
ride. T addition we suggest that aarbon dioxide emissions be added to the analysis.

Sych information has already been requested from the staff in cartier discussions.

Page 4-27 Project Specific Impacts - Mew CNG Compressots. Unpage 4-25 the
repart concludes Khat:

« ., the potential combustion emission increases from both existing and new
atationary SOUDGES Over Cutrent armizzion levels are not considered significant air
guality impacts. Therefore, for the folluwing reasons, these potential ernission
increases are nok included in this air quality jmpact analysis.”

The Distriers analysis is flawed and pechaps greatly oversiniplified  First we suggest

that the report needs to aisume that ceraindy some portion of tfrese new compresiors will

s dicsel fuel Ifthis is true, thew the risky pozed by these COMPrEsTors need (o be

modeled. Given the high unit risk factar, assigned by the Slate, for dliese] particulates it

may be inappropriate to assume that the air quality impasts from such diesel cagines will
be insignificant on the swmounding CofTUOiLy.

Page 4-30 New Permnitied Sources — Clean Diesel Technology, On pags 4-32 of this

seetion fhe report concludes that diese] engines mesting the low EM ermission standards

are one to one-and-a-half years away while NOx after treatmnent 15 fonr #r seven yeats

away. Based on presentations by District staff at reoent workshops and moetings we

befieve the staff has eoncluded that such technolegy may in fact be available ina shorter

tincframe, We would request the draft report be amended to reflect these peblic
comments of sanier Disiriet staff.

Page 4-73 Table 4-27 Total Projected Fuel Usage for the Prop osed Rule, This table is
hord to interpres and reeds o be further explained in the text of the reporl.

Chapter 5§ Project Alternatives.

Let ne first obaerve that this entire Chapter was very disappointing. Supposedly, this
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6-14

cont.

6-15

6-16

6-17

6-18

6-19

6-20

analysis i3 10 allow degision-noaliers 1o COMpPars the inypacts of approving the propoesed
projests with others. Wo challenge any reader to review this chapter and concludo Lhat it

Tialfills this charge.

Tn particilat we are concemed that Alternative No. 5 the CARE Urban Bus Rule was
supposedly rejected booause i€ is ingorporated into Altemative B. Altcmative B 15 50
oenplicated and confusing the reader carmot come ko any conclussion as to the
gomparative benefits from depending en CARE's rule to help reduce emissions from
tramsil Buses compared to PR 1192, We strongly encouwrage the Distriet to consider
|__evaluating the CARD rufe as an alternative along with its handling of lower sulfier dficsel,

Page 54 Alternative A — No Froject. The proposed discussion is incomplete and
shnuld be substantially revised. Several very important prograens are cumrenthy wnder
way that will likely resull in sigmbicant amission reductions. These programs wore et
cnnsidored. For cxample, one is the State’s Toxie Afr Contzminant program for diescl
exhanst pariicilates, Tnder thiz progranm several other state-wide control measures are
expected 1o be adopted.  The District needs to obtain from the CARB ant estimate of their
| plams and inefude them in this Alfgrkative.

In addition, the Govemnar has proposed spending considerable funds o help elean-up
school buses (550 MM) aod other dissel and gasoiine powered gombustion souress
through the Carl Moyer Program. (51 oM. Yeark, The SCAQMDs share of this
meney could sasily cxcesd $50 MM/ Year for the next 3 years regulting in 2 significant
yeduction in toxics. For example, assuming the cost o retrofit a HDDW with an exhaust
Pl aftertrostment device is $10,000 {worst case), e funds froan the State condd
_pntentia]ly refrofil over 5000 vehicles and redice their PM emissions by 85% ov more,

Finally, ihe Mo Project Alternative does nol quantify the enission benefils from a new
national dieset standard that EPA Is oxpected 10 adopt betore the cnd of this year. #e
strongly encourage the District o granify the emizsion reduciions thal are lifely #o
| vesult from these and other programs tirrdar this Afterpalive.

Alternative & — CARB HDV Standards, This Alterpative appears to sotnehow
combing both the praposed fleet mles with the CARB's urban bus role. [t incorrectly
states that CARR’s mic doesn’t becnme effective until 2004, To Fact, transit flect
operators must bogin retrofitting vehicles and mesting fleet averages as early a5 2002,
Those feets selecting the alternalive fucl path musl purchass altematively fueled tuses
beginning almost irmmediately. There is alsn no justification to assurae undsr this
Alternative that CARBE will not adopt similar rulss for other flests prior to 2007 a3

| contamed in this alterrative.

Tn sddition CARB’s Urban Bus Rule solely atilizes o demand side requiremnent for lower
sulfir foed. There is no mandate for 211 refiners to make the fuel. Convenicntly, the
report assumes 10 changs in Rale 431.2 thereby ensuring the evaluation of this
Alternative includes the inorsased refinery emission. The CARB rule depends on
macketplace forees to provide the incentive to refiners B provide the fuel between pow
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6-20
cont.

6-21

and when EPA adopts a nation-wide dicse! suifur standard. Since three ompandes have
already voluntarily cormmitted to supply such fucl, the cetivnated refinery mod] fications
may be grossly overstated espacially i this altemative were ta merely apply the CARB
demand-side fucl approach to all the fleets. Without any refinery medifications, Lo
gxample, BR/Amacs has commaitied to make over 1,000,000 gatlons of tower sulfur
dicsel available per day in the Distast. Without considering the other twa refiners this
atnount is more than adenuate to supply the needs of the impacted fleets over the next
soveral years. By sublegeting the PR 431,72 emission Inc1eases from the Altenaiive
emission reductions deseribed i Table 3-4 such a plan would provide more Combustion
EM emission reductions than the propased project and almost the same NOw emissins
for eonziderably less cost. :

W'z again request that the Listrict inelude as an ABernotive g districl program Bitsed on
the CARE urban bus rule along with the manner in which the supply of lower sulfur

digsel fuel ic hanelled.

Thank you for addressing these 1ssues. We look forward to Staff's responses.

Regands,

H-6-12
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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 840447.5 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-
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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 Il 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
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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.
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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 815146). 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.
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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 815145. 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.
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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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Daar Cactor Wallerstain:

Merrmbars of the asscciabon af Weir Baard Masting of Apal 18, 2000, concluded, afer reviawing

Rule 1153 and the Draft Progrem Envicnmeantal Assessment (PEA), thal Lis imesralive for the

Soulh Coast Air Quality Managemenl Distriet (SCASMD) and the solid waste and retycling
industry 10 establish 3 standing rechiical working group.

Il has beaen tha obssrvation of the association members that the SCAOMD musr address 8 myTisd
of Issues In the broader contex of inkagrated waste managemant to integrala and madmlza
concurent emissign mdiuction opporiuniles for both citenia and atrtoxde poflutants. Evidance In
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|_South Coast Alr Shed,

At an sxample, the Dl PEA doss ot mantion Ihe significence of transfer and/or progessing and
haw Lhess apgralions it in e the “Fleel Yehicle Unlverse™. [ is impossibla lo detsrmine how D
the "Fleat Yehlde Universa™ |5 and the Neat rmix that will ba impacted by the rule making procass.

A5 angthar example, the Draft FEA mantions both medium duty vehides (MDVs) and hoavy duty
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to hexvy duty vehicles, [tis not cledr what Lhe rule making statas of WMOWs will De. Gould we
_consluds that MOWs will be in fimbe of possibly sxwmpted from ragulation?

Wermbers of {he assodintion babaye that wnporent procedural kesuas need o be discussed 1o
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gach salid waste and recycliog non-profil trede association’s business meeting wctvites. Ve
understand (he need and necessiy 1o astablish an adminlsirallve mechanism Lo bring drafl nies
and proceduos 1@ jacal assonizhons fo enhance the fula making process. Therefore, it our
desire 1o integrale this Insthutionai ramework 48 a refular proceeding Mior Lo presanting the
SCADMD Board with agendized policy conslderations.

s Rope pou wilt 50 the value in establishing this mutwally beneficial rdationship. We would bike

1o discuas this maber with you and your stall as s00n as possicle.

Simcooaly,

Faul F, Byan
Exgouiive Director

- Jack Brosdbent, Deputy Executive Cificer
Efalne <hang, Dr. PH, Assistaenl Deputy Executive Officer
Henry Hogo, Planiing and Rulas anager
David Coel, Program Superyiser
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Sun  SIC Codes

Clate: 47700 124341 PM Pacide Daylghl Time
Froum:  PRyand7356

To decslEaqmd.pov {Dewe Coel

Lt Cooed.
One can generatty fnd most of Lhe waets colection, transpodt, dispesal and BeyCing buslnesses by the following SIC Codes!

421200 Hetse, local collecting and transpoiting without dispesal

437301 Hazamiows waaka collection and &S posH

45532 Releme collectlon and ASpOGEE 2EniCes

495303 VWaste disposal 3ites, Aor-hazardious

485355 Ralusa syatems (e haulen, wood moycian, mpe collectors, ote. )
455500 Sanilary serdees, not elsawhers classilad

51102 Waste management progrars (recycling 6nd pocsasing, efc }

10 gel @ reascnably good Gress match, we racamiménd Lesifg Curin & Bradstreet listings, aly buslness Noanse lstings, CO
FIOM talophons dilectorkes, city and county panmitling and fmnchlse nkmation and trede assodston directorias and letings.

You st likely will find thas  you get a nulli leve? of eoss match refarences you Will have 5t leasl §5% of the rarged
buslnesses in each busiies Saoion

H you Biave questians about this Information or would ks to disouis Ihis matter finther, pleass ghwe Kelly Astor, GRRG
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Appendix H: Final PEA Comment Letters and Responses to the Comments

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. BRADLY

H-2-0 June 2000



Appendix H: Final PEA Comment Letters and Responses to the Comments

8-1

8-2

Lo
i e
. \Sﬁu‘i”i‘- CGG}“’E A
QU&L‘-‘ SRR TS s e T Dhiadpics
Al9E £ ch;?ﬁj_:ic_g ?,-{iv o
Dioanond Bar, Lot iFaria
GilES - 5 A
IEEE Fih ..ﬁ;’ i Doud 5“"‘?{}{,_.;53
T il Conligring G WY STmEma ;n.‘h oAt Efﬂjlm}w
# - E]
Emy‘::"h “;\’@,g:"‘r_,ﬂ Pubh\{, I'\.} A ~E§»35} TRHOGTE Culious,
i oA L

"'L . Ca vl - *
Tt &M'—z""’“smvz;'*f“-‘“ SEavaracad R, H” ﬂmﬂzbﬁg FEN S s

o ] e
From Shers forpy ooais-

U

- P - B : 'I . . . o L] M 1 . * .
[ AT T A Eﬂ_"} u-:.-‘_-'.': ¥ ':-1; ¥ \j Zeliety :',-E.l:ﬁ L .V:'L'.ﬂ;‘;:"’i mi ¥ L3'|t.-':.l"- LN

S e

aesd GESpetsded wudth the proposad projest. L

=‘- "-““_f."a...nnf‘*-u'\-é dfw\fi‘n‘:{- ' :'-.:..-"'-"'-':"{

iafi:u Sen, ) $GEE T convrmet r,_e*si' o, ;ui‘?&;ci' ad r}‘;a;_,,n iR

, .
20 A5 bodwee WL TS 3 En o 35?.- iy }(n} el g ‘;}::- PARCY, ) gy o1y
- . - " - v

P IO L ) . N -
Sbnanabize (_.i. e B Nt LT e T R Xy o
o

Lif_%fe_m FE d&gar‘f’ . ;;-.; FE LW Hw ju “‘*urfa e:d 5:::, ST Y
’ |
Fa

.n..

N . ' L . : s .
2F RGeS e G 9GS G Salileriiia £t
T

e . N e [ )
-— :‘::e_‘;.:-:.;.\r HERCIE ,, 10 Coed TR G WG Td o .:g_r;j;’g-f-

ta0 T MR

i a s 2 . . — H ..
R T AE "f‘“ja 3 B ‘{‘~{' R e i EY

G PRISoRY Pp Eauiiowdmendtal, Al Loorhooad Lu g.;:i.. raa

- 4 [ H " LT —- . -
Vizlatesd aF eagwdrodeigelind, PEIEE RN TY {3)"1’- e EIoR oF
T 4 .
The L;r’ CEePE g Faadied S -'-‘53 el TEEE G’T E;*f?*f-f 1-9*‘“"?"} s Fron
- okl - : ) P .
{;,n}_ti LE. 1‘9} e ‘;'":_f LA I AV ’! 1\ 4’3 :“‘f or ««-'f" _‘,_ P R TR N

H-8-1 June 2000



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules

cont.
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Appendix H: Final PEA Comment Letters and Responses to the Comments

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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