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Response to Comment 1-1 

The Draft Socioeconomic Report for the Revised Draft 2022 AQMP projected that, by considering 

potential job impacts associated with incremental costs only and without taking into account potential 

impacts associated with public health benefits, the 2022 AQMP would result in approximately 29,000 

jobs foregone annually between 2023 and 2037 in an economy with more than 10 million jobs.  

However, these annual jobs foregone are not additive, and do not result in a cumulative loss of 400,000 

jobs over the analysis horizon. Therefore, the claim that 3.7% of jobs will be lost is inaccurate. 

The regional macroeconomic model used to calculate job impacts, REMI, is a recursive model that 

simulates policy impacts year by year. The number of jobs foregone or added for a particular year is the 

result of a comparison between the job counts in the baseline economy (i.e., baseline scenario, or 

scenario without a particular policy) and the job counts in an alternative economy where a policy would 

take effect (i.e., policy scenario). For example, consider a scenario where the only policy-induced job 

Responses to Comment Letter #1 

1-7 

Cont. 
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impact is that five construction jobs that are projected to be added to the baseline economy in 2025 

would end up not being created under the policy scenario simulation. And as the policy impact 

continues, these same five jobs still will not be created under the policy scenario in 2026, 2027, and so 

on. As it is those same five jobs that are not being created, it would be incorrect to claim that there will 

be 15 jobs foregone after three years in 2027; instead, the total policy-induced job impact stays at five 

jobs foregone in 2027. Moreover, as noted in the Final Socioeconomic Report, the term “jobs foregone” 

refers to either losses of existing jobs or forecasted jobs not created. Please refer to Chapter 4 of the 

Report for a detailed description. 

Response to Comment 1-2 

The South Coast AQMD and CARB recognize the need for emission reductions from local, state and 

federal sources. Staff acknowledges that many stationary sources are already tightly controlled. 

However, it is important to recognize the responsibility of the South Coast AQMD to ensure attainment 

of the federal and state air quality standards in a timely manner and our agency’s obligation to pursue 

all feasible measures under our authority, including over stationary sources, that could assist in meeting 

those required deadlines. Further, emission reductions will be needed across all sectors, including 

stationary sources, to achieve the magnitude of emission reductions needed to attain the 2015 ozone 

standard. 

The South Coast AQMD further recognizes that the majority of emissions that cause ozone in the region 

are from mobile sources, and that substantial emission reductions will be needed from the sources 

subject to federal authority (e.g., ships, planes, locomotives, etc.) in order to meet federal air quality 

standards. Staff are committed to working with U.S. EPA and other entities in the federal government to 

urge that they take action to reduce emissions from these sources. 

Finally, while the Final 2022 AQMP anticipates a pivot to zero emission technologies across all sectors, 

feasibility of such technologies is an important consideration. During the rulemaking to implement 

specific control measures staff would consider alternative lower NOx technologies when zero emissions 

units are deemed infeasible. For details, please see Response to Comment 1-4 below.     

Response to Comment 1-3 

Staff recognizes the concern for cost challenges for end users. The total costs associated with 

widespread adoption of zero emission appliances will be significant, and substantial incentive funds and 

programs will be needed to implement these measures. The comment also indicates that incentives and 

regulations will not be compatible with each other. However new regulations and incentives are 

proposed (e.g., R-CMB-01, -02, etc.), and these new programs will consider how incentives and 

regulations can work together. Please also refer to the general response to Cost of Zero Emission 

Technology in Residential and Commercial Building Appliances in the 2022 Final AQMP Comments and 

Responses to Comments document. 

Response to Comment 1-4 

Staff understands that a dual-fuel heat pump works in conjunction with a gas furnace, and has evaluated 

its application for space heating. The primary advantage of pairing the heat pump with a gas furnace is 

for energy savings, when the outdoor temperature is below 35°F, and the heat pump backup resistance 

heating would not be required. During  the previous rulemaking process for residential space heating 
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implementing the operation of 14 ng/J furnaces, some stakeholders did not support the dual-fuel 

system pairing with 40 ng/J furnaces, because it would undercut development and commercialization of 

compliant newer technologies. In addition, there was no need to pair heat pumps with 40 ng/J furnaces 

since dual fuel systems can operate by pairing with 14 ng/J furnaces and achieve the same result. While 

the control measures for building appliances focus on a transition to zero emission technologies, 

feasibility of those technologies is an important consideration. Alternative lower NOx technologies will 

therefore be considered when zero emissions units are deemed infeasible. During the upcoming 

rulemaking process, staff will work with stakeholders to identify the applications when dual-fuel systems 

could potentially supplement zero emission technologies, and resolve certain challenges for the dual-

fuel system applications such as concerns regarding enforceability. 

Response to Comment 1-5 

Staff agrees that the assumptions underlying the calculation of monetized benefits is of crucial 

importance. The analysis conducted to estimate health benefits is sophisticated, and thoroughly 

documented in the Socioeconomic Report and its appendices. After the commenter requested a 

meeting, staff reached out and asked the commenter to reach out directly to staff to discuss.  As of the 

date of this response, staff has not heard back from the commenter, but is still available to meet. 

In brief, the health benefits analysis was conducted using U.S. EPA’s Environmental Benefits Mapping 

and Analysis Program - Community Edition (BenMAP-CE), which is an open-source program used 

nationwide and globally. This is the same model used by U.S. EPA to evaluate health benefits of national 

air quality regulations. It is a sophisticated model that incorporates air quality data, demographic 

information, economic data, and epidemiological data to assess the health benefits associated with 

improvement in air quality and the monetized value of those health benefits. 

The underlying epidemiological data1 used to estimate public health benefits as well as the health 

incidence valuations used to estimate monetize public health benefits in the Socioeconomic Report 

were based on recommendations put forth by expert consultants at IEc. The basis of IEc 

recommendations was a thorough literature review using study selection criteria presented to and 

reviewed by the 2022 AQMP Scientific, Technical & Modeling Peer Review (STMPR) Advisory Group. The 

literature review was conducted on published, peer-reviewed, and widely circulated and cited studies 

and reports.  More detailed information on the assumptions underlying the calculation of health 

incidence impacts and the associated monetized health benefits, including for the health endpoints 

referenced in the comment letter, can be found in the appendices to Chapter 3 of the Final 2022 AQMP 

Socioeconomic Report. 

Response to Comment 1-6 

Staff recognizes the potentially large costs resulting from upgrading the existing electrical transmission 

grid. Determining the enhancements necessary and the associated costs is a difficult undertaking and is 

currently being evaluated by multiple regulatory agencies within the state, including the South Coast 

 
1 Concentration-response (C-R) functions derived from various epidemiological studies are utilized in the analysis. 
C-R functions are mathematical equations that relate concentrations of air pollution to health impacts based on 
empirical data and observations. 
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AQMD. Please refer to the general response to Zero Emission Infrastructure in the 2022 Final AQMP 

Comments and Responses to Comments document. 

Response to Comment 1-7 

Proposed control measures R-CMB-01, R-CMB-02, C-CMB-01, and C-CMB-02 are designed to work in 

conjunction with CARB's proposed Zero-Emission Standard for Space and Water Heaters measure. Staff 

acknowledges the importance of coordination and consistency in regulatory requirements affecting the 

same emission sources.  South Coast AQMD is mandated by State laws to make findings that any 

proposed rule or rule amendment is consistent and non-duplicative with state or federal regulations. 

Staff is committed to continuing to work with CARB to align regulatory requirements while also ensuring 

that all feasible measures are taken to attain air quality standards. 
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From:                                                       McGivney, Daniel  
Sent:                                                         Wednesday, November 2, 2022 4:32 PM 
To:                                                            SocioEcon 
Cc:                                                             Barker, Kevin M; Lorenz, Megan; Hamilton, Priscilla R 
Subject:                                                   SoCalGas Comments regarding draft 2022 AQMP Socioeconomic 

Report 
  
Dear Dr. Shen, 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft 2022 Socioeconomic Report. The Draft 2022 

Socioeconomic Report does not seem to account for the costs associated with the upgrades needed to 
the electric grid, specifically generation/transmission/distribution costs. In meetings, staff has cited a 

lack of data as the reason for not including these costs. We respectfully suggest using the California 
Independent System Operator (CAISO) “2022 Final Participating Transmission Owner Per Unit Cost 
Guides”. These guides provide interconnection unit costs by categories for different Investor-Owned 

Utilities (IOUs). A link to the publicly available data can be found at 2022 Final Participating 
Transmission Owner Per Unit Cost Guides Posted (caiso.com). 
  
  
Daniel McGivney 
Environmental Affairs Program Manager 
Environmental Affairs 
SoCalGas 
Mobile:  951-225-2958 
dmcgivney@socalgas.com 
  
 

 

 

Response to Comment 2-1 

Staff recognizes the potentially large costs resulting from upgrading the existing electrical transmission 

grid. Determining the enhancements necessary and the associated costs is a difficult undertaking and is 

currently being evaluated by multiple regulatory agencies at the state level with the expertise to 

develop the requested estimates. The reference included in this comment also only includes a portion of 

costs needed for zero emissions infrastructure (e.g., it does not include any ‘soft costs’ described in 

Chapter 2 of the Socioeconomic Report). Further the detailed level of analysis needed to determine 

what kinds of improvements to the electrical grid would be required is too speculative with information 

currently available. For example, local distribution system upgrades can vary widely depending on where 

depot or public chargers are specifically located, whether electricity or hydrogen is used as a fuel, etc. As 

zero emissions vehicles are still less than 5% of vehicle stock (and <<1% of heavy duty vehicles), it is 

unclear how the market will proceed at the level of detail needed to conduct the kind of analysis 

suggested by the commenter. Nonetheless, South Coast AQMD staff will actively continue to provide 

input and feedback to assist in the process, and when feasible, also quantify the related costs based on 

best practices and available information during future rulemaking. Please also refer to the general 

2-1 

Comment Letter #2 

Responses to Comment Letter #2 

http://www.caiso.com/Documents/2022-Final-Participating-Transmission-Owner-Per-Unit-Cost-Guides-Posted.html
http://www.caiso.com/Documents/2022-Final-Participating-Transmission-Owner-Per-Unit-Cost-Guides-Posted.html
mailto:dmcgivney@socalgas.com
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response to Zero Emission Infrastructure in the 2022 Final AQMP Comments and Responses to 

Comments document. 

 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

11 
 

 

3-1 

Comment Letter #3 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

12 
 

 

3-2 

3-1 

Cont. 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

13 
 

 

3-2 

Cont. 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

14 
 

 

3-3 

3-2 

Cont. 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

15 
 

 

3-3 

Cont. 

3-4 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

16 
 

 

 

3-4 

Cont. 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

17 
 

 

3-5 

3-4 

Cont. 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

18 
 

 

3-5 

Cont. 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

19 
 

 

 

Response to Comment 3-1 

The South Coast AQMD recognizes and appreciates the significant efforts the refining sector has made 

during previous rulemakings, including most recently for Rule 1109.1. The South Coast AQMD and CARB 

recognize the need for emission reductions from local, state and federal sources. Staff also 

acknowledges that many stationary sources are already tightly controlled. However, it is important to 

recognize the responsibility of the South Coast AQMD to ensure attainment of the federal and state 

standards in a timely manner and our agency’s obligation to pursue all feasible measures under our 

authority, including over stationary sources, that could assist in meeting those required deadlines.  

The significant costs quantified for stationary and area source measures are dominated by today’s costs 

of zero emission technologies in these sectors for selected measures where such technologies are 

deemed feasible. To be conservative, the report does not account for the likely decline of zero emission 

technology costs in the future as economies of scale are achieved in producing this technology. For the 

same reason, the report conservatively assumes incentives would only amount to 10% of the total 

quantified costs across all proposed measures; however, the report also recognizes approved and 

potential federal and state funding that is not accounted for in the analysis. In the meantime, the report 

recognizes several challenges in quantifying the costs of the supporting zero emission infrastructure 

(including “soft costs”) and acknowledges the emerging literature that provides important, although 

partial, information and data that will eventually enable South Coast AQMD and other regulatory 

agencies to comprehensively assess the cost impacts and attribute the costs appropriately to individual 

rules and regulations. In addition, staff acknowledges the considerable economic costs associated with 

any stranded assets, and therefore, staff have made best efforts to take into full consideration any 

potential stranded asset during the rulemaking process and will continue to do so.  

More detailed responses to specific comments can be found below. Several of the ensuing comments 

claim or imply that the Draft Socioeconomic Report is inconsistent with H&SC requirements or its intent. 

Staff disagrees with these assertions. Specifically, Chapter 1 of the Report (p. 1-4) states: 

Both the South Coast AQMD Governing Board and the California Health & Safety Code require 

preparation of a socioeconomic analysis whenever the South Coast AQMD adopts or amends 

emission reduction rules or regulations. Although these requirements do not apply to 

preparation of the AQMP, the South Coast AQMD nonetheless elects to perform a separate 

socioeconomic analysis of the AQMP in order to further inform public discussions and the 

decision-making process associated with adoption of the Plan.   

(Note: underline added for emphasis) 

Response to Comment 3-2 

Please refer to the general response to Cost-effectiveness Calculation and Threshold in the 2022 Final 

AQMP Comments and Responses to Comments document. 

The assertion that future South Coast AQMD rulemakings would be in violation of the Health and Safety 

Code as a result of a health -based cost-effectiveness screening threshold is speculative and unfounded. 

Responses to Comment Letter #3 



Comments and Responses to Comments on 2022 AQMP Draft Socioeconomic Report 
 

20 
 

The current screening threshold used in South Coast AQMD rulemakings is not a limit, as it only requires 

additional public processes if the estimated cost-effectiveness exceeds $50,000 per ton. Future 

rulemakings will continue to consider all socioeconomic impacts consistent with South Coast AQMD’s 

current practice. Cost-effectiveness analyses and incremental cost-effectiveness analyses will be 

conducted for all Best Available Retrofit Control Technology (BARCT) rules in addition to the legally 

required socioeconomic impact assessments. 

Response to Comment 3-3 

Staff acknowledges the significant costs and the associated potential job impacts resulting from the 

implementation of 2022 AQMP control measures. Meantime, significant health benefits would be also 

realized, which have their own job-creation impacts.  

The Small Business analysis in Chapter 2 of the Final Socioeconomic Report provides information on the 

potential impacts on small businesses in each affected industry from implementation of the Final 2022 

AQMP. The scope of the analysis was limited due to data limitations. Staff is committed to performing 

additional refined small business impact analyses during the rulemaking process when more facility 

specific data will be available. In order to broaden the scope and to conduct a more in-depth analysis, 

staff would appreciate any assistance from stakeholders to obtain additional industry- and facility-

specific data and information on the potentially affected small businesses. 

South Coast AQMD staff will continue to be sensitive to the financial and other constraints that are 

faced by small business owners and operators, and their affordability and competitiveness concerns will 

be carefully considered during rule and program development. The proposed health-based cost-

effectiveness screening threshold does not remove the obligation for staff to conduct socioeconomic 

impact assessments “[w]henever the south coast district intends to propose the adoption, amendment, 

or repeal of a rule or regulation that will significantly affect air quality or emissions limitations […]” 

(H&SC Section 40440.8).   

Response to Comment 3-4 

Regarding the challenges in systematically and comprehensively quantifying of the “soft costs” of zero 

emission infrastructure and the assertion that the Draft Socioeconomic Report is legally defective for not 

including “soft costs” in the cost estimates, please refer to Responses to Comments 2-1 and 3-1.  It is 

important to note that this transition to zero emissions technology is occurring regardless of whether it 

is included in the AQMP or not. State and federal policies and indeed many corporate sustainability 

goals focus on accelerating zero emissions controls broadly across all sectors.  Regardless, staff concurs 

that “soft costs” could be substantial and has the potential of adding billions of dollars of costs to 

implementing zero emissions controls, whether or not the costs are attributable to the AQMP.  Because 

of the importance of this issue, the 2022 AQMP includes a specific discussion of this issue in Chapter 2 of 

the Socioeconomic Report as well as a specific control measure (MOB-15) that lays out strategies that 

South Coast AQMD would take to assess zero emission infrastructure needs. 

With regards to the estimates put forward by the comment, staff agrees that there is potentially a wide 

range in “soft costs”. Just from the estimates in the comment letter, “soft costs” can range from about 

20% to 300% of other onsite costs. It is too speculative to rely on such a wide range of potential costs for 

an as yet largely undeveloped market, including the potentially wide range of applications of zero 
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emission infrastructure that go beyond the examples in the comment letter. Because of this uncertainty, 

staff will continue to engage in efforts to refine these costs estimates as more data becomes available, 

and pursue approaches and policies that can lower these costs when feasible. In particular, individual 

rulemakings will evaluate in greater detail the “soft costs” that may be expected for each particular 

regulated sector. 

Response to Comment 3-5 

Regarding the comment on L-CMB-07, please see the Responses to Comments 41-1 and 41-3 in the Final 

2022 AQMP Comments and Responses to Comments document. 

South Coast AQMD staff is committed to reanalyzing the costs associated FUG-01 and Rule 1178 in 

future rulemakings.  A complete cost-effectiveness analysis will be conducted during any future 

rulemakings that relies on the most current and relevant data on compliance costs available.  Staff 

agrees that is imperative that the Governing Board is presented with a complete and accurate cost 

information when considering the passage of any proposed rule. 
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Response to Comment 4-1 

The senior staff at IEc leading the health benefits and EJ analyses included in the Draft Socioeconomic 

Report hold advanced degrees from Harvard and Boston University Schools of Public Health, coursework 

for which includes epidemiological training. Collectively, they have over 30 years of experience 

reviewing, evaluating, and applying epidemiological studies used to estimate public health impacts of air 

pollution. Their recommendations are backed by other epidemiologists as well. For example, the studies 

that form the basis of the PM-related mortality estimates in the 2022 AQMP Socioeconomic Assessment 

are unchanged from those recommended by IEc in 2016, a recommendation reviewed and confirmed at 

the time by Dr. George Thurston of the New York University School of Medicine. Other 

recommendations of high quality studies for the 2022 AQMP analysis are similarly backed by 

epidemiologists working for U.S. EPA in their most recent Integrated Science Assessments for PM and 

ozone. Although the Health Effects Officer position at the South Coast AQMD has been vacant, staff 

works closely with Dr. Nichole Quick, M.D., who serves as Health Effects Consultant in the interim and 

has extensive experience in public health matters. Dr. Quick has also been involved in staff’s discussion 

with the commenter.  

The questions raised by this commenter are focused on the fundamental relationships of whether air 

pollution causes a particular health effect. This line of inquiry is more appropriately directed to U.S. EPA 

as they conduct and compile the basic research that reflects the broad consensus of the scientific 

community about the impact of air pollution on public health. South Coast AQMD relies on U.S. EPA’s 

findings, and applies them to our specific region, and does not have the expertise or mandate to 

conduct the epidemiological and toxicological studies questioned by the commenter. More detailed 

response to a similar comment raised by this comment on the 2016 AQMP Socioeconomic Report can be 

found in Response to Comment 12-1, as included in the 2016 AQMP Socioeconomic Report: Comments 

and Responses to Comments document (https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-

plans/socioeconomic-analysis/final/rtcfinal_02212017.pdf, pp. 73-75). In general, the concerns raised by 

this comment are contrary to the broad consensus of the scientific community.  Appendix I to the AQMP 

provides a detailed summary of the latest scientific consensus on the effect of air pollution on public 

health, including EPA’s and CARB’s summaries and conclusions.  In addition, in November 2022 CARB 

recently updated and reaffirmed its conclusions on the linkage between air pollution and public health, 

including the link between particulate matter exposure and premature death and other health 

endpoints (https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-

11/California%20Air%20Resources%20Board%20Updated%20Health%20Endpoints%20Bulletin%20-

%20Edited%20Nov%202022_0.pdf).  

The Socioeconomic Report provides an analysis of the socioeconomic impacts of the Final 2022 AQMP in 

order to further inform public discussions and the decision-making process associated with the adoption 

of the 2022 AQMP. The public health benefits analysis relied on the most recent relevant literature, 

included best available data and information, and used a widely adopted and appropriate method, 

including the use of U.S. EPA’s BenMAP-CE Tool. The analysis has also been reviewed through a rigorous 

public process, including discussion at multiple Scientific, Technical and Modeling Peer Review Advisory 

Group meetings and the 2022 AQMP Regional Workshops and Hearings. Similar comments from the 

Responses to Comment Letter #4 

https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/socioeconomic-analysis/final/rtcfinal_02212017.pdf
https://www.aqmd.gov/docs/default-source/clean-air-plans/socioeconomic-analysis/final/rtcfinal_02212017.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-11/California%20Air%20Resources%20Board%20Updated%20Health%20Endpoints%20Bulletin%20-%20Edited%20Nov%202022_0.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-11/California%20Air%20Resources%20Board%20Updated%20Health%20Endpoints%20Bulletin%20-%20Edited%20Nov%202022_0.pdf
https://ww2.arb.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2022-11/California%20Air%20Resources%20Board%20Updated%20Health%20Endpoints%20Bulletin%20-%20Edited%20Nov%202022_0.pdf
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Commenter were previously submitted to U.S. EPA and CARB regarding their public documents that 

contain health effects discussion and/or analysis. Both agencies have provided published responses and 

stated their disagreements with the claims made in those comments. As cited in the 2016 AQMP 

Socioeconomic Report: Comments and Responses to Comments document, specifically in its Response 

to Comment 12-1, the U.S. EPA described in its Response to Comments on the 2012 PM Rule how the 

scientific literature across disciplines supported its causal determination:  

[…] in the broader evaluation of the evidence from many epidemiological studies, and 

subsequently during the process of forming causality determinations, the EPA has emphasized 

the pattern of results across epidemiological studies for drawing conclusions on the relationship 

between PM2.5 and health outcomes, and whether the effects observed are coherent across the 

scientific disciplines. Thus, in making causality determinations, the EPA did not limit its focus or 

consideration to just studies that reported positive associations or where the results were 

statistically significant. 

CARB, during its 2010 rulemaking process, also explained how the bulk of the scientific literature 

supports the finding of a causal relationship between PM and mortality and notes the strength of the 

Krewski et al. (2009) study, which was also used in the Final Socioeconomic Report for the 2022 AQMP: 

We have carefully reviewed all studies that have been performed in the United States on the relationship 

between long-term PM2.5 exposure and mortality, as has the U.S. EPA in its recent review of the NAAQS 

for particulate matter. There are a few studies that do not find a relationship between long-term PM2.5 

exposure and all-cause mortality, but the majority of studies do report a statistically significant 

relationship. In addition, U.S. EPA and we have also critically evaluated the methods used in each study 

so that we can place the most weight on the studies that have used the strongest methodologies. The 

effect estimate we have used from Krewski et al. (2009) comes from the largest and most rigorously and 

publicly evaluated study in existence. The effect estimate for the relationship between long-term PM2.5 

exposure and mortality from this study is being used by multiple agencies worldwide. The Krewski et al. 

(2009) estimate, though not the lowest in the literature, is toward the lower end of the range of results 

from American studies.  

Response to Comment 4-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment 4-1. 

Response to Comment 4-3 

Please refer to Response to Comment 4-1. 

Response to Comment 4-4 

The epidemiological studies measuring the health effects of air pollution exposure and included in the 

Draft Socioeconomic Report’s analysis generally examines the relationship between ambient 

concentrations of air pollution and population-wide health risk, consistent with standard practice across 

the nation.  

As discussed in Appendix 3-B of the Report, “[a]nnual health impacts for all endpoints are estimated 

with no threshold effects for all types of pollutant exposure” based on IEc recommendation that there 

lacks sufficient evidence suggesting that the causal relationship of air pollution and health risk would 
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cease to exist below the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Moreover, “[t]his practice is 

[…] based on the latest scientific evidence, including those summarized in the Integrated Science 

Assessments (U.S. EPA 2019; U.S. EPA 2020).” (p. 3-B-8) 

Response to Comment 4-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment 4-1. It is worth noting that the federal NAAQS are set to be health 

protective for all U.S. residents, regardless of their residence location, race/ethnicity, or other 

demographic characteristics.  

Response to Comment 4-6 

South Coast AQMD complies with its obligations under California Health & Safety Code section 40471(b) 

by preparing Appendix 1 – Health Effects. That document has been prepared in conjunction with a 

public health organization (the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment) and it has 

been peer reviewed through the South Coast AQMD Advisory Council. The South Coast AQMD complies 

with its obligation to hold a public hearing when the Governing Board holds a public hearing to discuss 

and decide upon the AQMP, as well as by holding regional hearings conducted by staff. 

Response to Comment 4-7 

Staff disagrees with the assertion that South Coast AQMD’s Notice of Intent to Sue submitted to U.S. 

EPA in April 2022 provides evidence that the 2022 AQMP is insufficient to attain the 2015 NAAQS 

standard. South Coast AQMD staff recognizes the crucial role that emissions reductions from local, state, 

and federally regulated sources to reach attainment of the NAAQS standards, and that reductions from 

sources subject to federal regulatory authority are essential to be able to meet the standard.  The 2022 

AQMP does rely on significant emission reductions from sources regulated by the state and federal 

government, including both stationary and mobile sources.    

Response to Comment 4-8 

Thank you for the comment.  The 2022 AQMP, if adopted by both South Coast AQMD Governing Board 

and CARB, will be eventually submitted to the U.S. EPA in accordance with the federal Clean Air Act 

requirements.   

Response to Comment 4-9 

See Response to Comment 4-1 and Response to Comment 104-1 in the 2022 Final AQMP Comments and 

Responses to Comments document.  
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From: Stan Young <genetree@bellsouth.net> 

Sent on: Wednesday, May 18, 2022 8:00:45 PM 

To: bbenoit@cityofwildomar.org 

CC: Elaine Shen <eshen@aqmd.gov> 

Subject: Representative: Southern California Air Quality Management District 

Attachments: Young Short Bio 2022.pdf (107.25 KB) 

    

 

Dear Honorable Ben J. Benoit: 

 

I am an applied statistician. See attached short bio. I was on the EPA SAB until recently. I have 

studied air quality and health effects in general and in California in particular. 

 

I am looking at the 367 page 2022 Draft Air Quality Management Plan. There is literature that they 
appear not to be taking into account. Given that the report has a large number of authors, contributors, 
and political overseers, it is not clear to me where I should direct my comments, both non-technical and 
technical. 

 
As the issues are political as well as technical, I would like to keep you in the loop. 

 
Stan Young 

5-1 

Comment Letter #5 
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From: Stan Young <genetree@bellsouth.net> 

Sent on: Thursday, May 19, 2022 8:24:31 PM 

To: bbenoit@cityofwildomar.org 

CC: Elaine Shen <eshen@aqmd.gov> 

Subject: Re: Representative: Southern California Air Quality Management District 

Attachments: Young 2021 Shifting_Sands NAS.pdf (7.6 MB) 

    

 

 

 

Dear Honorable Ben J. Benoit: 

I attach a technical report that should be of interest to you and others responsible for oversight of 

air quality and health effects. The report is written to be accessible to non-technical people. 

There are appendices that expand on aspects of the problem. I am happy to answer any questions 

you may have. 

Stan Young 

 

[Full report included in the attachment can be accessed at: https://www.nas.org/reports/shifting-

sands-report-i/full-report] 
 

From: Stan Young <genetree@bellsouth.net> 

Sent on: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 12:24:14 PM 

To: Elaine Shen <eshen@aqmd.gov> 

Subject: [EXTERNAL]South Coast air quality meeting 

Attachments: 05 31 2022 SCAQMD.pdf (72.75 KB) 

    

 

Dear Dr. Elaine Shen: 

 

I plan to attend the 05 31 2022 South Coast meeting via zoom and comment on item 4. 

 

Please place into the record the attached item. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Stan Young 

5-1 

Cont. 

5-1 

Cont. 

https://www.nas.org/reports/shifting-sands-report-i/full-report
https://www.nas.org/reports/shifting-sands-report-i/full-report
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From: 

 

 

 

Stan Young <genetree@bellsouth.net> 

Sent on: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 5:21:13 PM 

To: Elaine Shen <eshen@aqmd.gov> 

CC: "James E. Enstrom" <jenstrom@ucla.edu> 

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL]South Coast air quality meeting 

Attachments: South coast words.docx (13.3 KB) 

    

 

Dear Dr. Shen:  
I am located in remote Virginia and the internet is in and out. I attach my verbal comments on 

Item 4. Please let Dr. James Enstrom read my comments if I do not link in. 

Stan 

 

South coast words 

Words: 306 

My name is Stan Young. Years ago, I got a PhD in Statistics and Genetics. I am a Fellow of the 

American Statistical Association and triple A S. I worked for over 25 years in pharmaceutical 

companies where my job included oversight on research projects. I helped ensure that 

researchers designed and ran sound experiments. That they did not fool themselves or the 

company. The company wanted sound science. I have published on statistical methods, and I 

have published on environmental epidemiology. 

I am now retired from corporate science. I continue to look at environmental epidemiology and 

follow research in that area. Some of my work is funded, currently by the National Association 

of Scholars, but most is pro bono. 

Ozone is the topic today. I have submitted Specific ozone references to the South Coast AMQD. 

It is worth a read. Anyone can examine the seven references.  

In short, ozone is not causing heart attacks and not killing anyone. There are many fewer deaths 

in the summertime when ozone is at it highest. Slight changes in how analysis is done can 

profoundly change the analysis results. 

The WHO contracted an air quality and health effects “Systematic Review and Meta-analysis” 

that was published in 2020. A risk ratio of 1.000 is no risk. Orellano et al. estimated the risk ratio 

for ozone all-cause deaths at 1.0043, essentially no risk.  

I am considered an expert, but you do not have to trust me as an authority. You can read a non-

technical book by Steve Malloy, Scare Pollution. You can read a NAS research report, Shifting 

Sands, which was written for any intelligent reader. Having done your homework you should 

demand that the data set used in a research paper relied upon by the EPA or CARB be publicly 

available or in the hands of a trusted 3rd party. 

 

 

 

 

 

5-1 

Cont. 
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From: Stan Young <genetree@bellsouth.net> 

Sent on: Wednesday, June 1, 2022 7:02:02 PM 

To: har@indecon.com; wraich@indecon.com 

CC: Elaine Shen <eshen@aqmd.gov>; Ian MacMillan <imacmillan@aqmd.gov> 

Subject: Additional environmental epidemiology information 

Attachments: Young 2017 CA data RTP.pdf (2.95 MB), Young 2021 Shifting_Sands NAS.pdf 

(7.6 MB) 

   

Dear Henry Roman and William Raich: 

I attach a report on PM2.5 that includes some information on ozone. I also include a paper that 

uses California data. I had access to 2M e death certificates and used 1M that included the most 

populated air basins. In Young 2017 we found no effect of PM2.5 or ozone on all-cause, 

cardiovascular or respiratory deaths. We made our data set public in 2015 and so far no one has 

disputed our results. 

I am happy to answer any questions you might have. 

Stan 

 

[Report provided in attachment 1 can be accessed at: 

http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/RTPPM25TSYoung072517.pdf] 

 

[Report provided in attachment 2 is the same report provided in comment letter 5-2, and can be 

accessed at: https://www.nas.org/reports/shifting-sands-report-i/full-report] 

 

 

 

 

 

 
South Coast AQMD staff appreciate the commenter’s input and participation in the development of the 

Draft Socioeconomic Report for the 2022 AQMP. Staff has received and reviewed the submitted 

technical documents and references. Please refer to Response to Comment 4-1 and Response to 

Comment 104-1 in the 2022 Final AQMP Comments and Responses to Comments document. 

  

5-1 

Cont. 

Responses to Comment Letter #5 

http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/RTPPM25TSYoung072517.pdf
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From: JAMES ENSTROM <jenstrom@ucla.edu> 

Sent on: Tuesday, May 31, 2022 3:20:24 PM 

To: Elaine Shen <eshen@aqmd.gov> 

CC: Henry Roman <HRoman@indecon.com>; Will Raich <WRaich@indecon.com> 

Subject: Re: *Agenda, Presentation and Minutes Available* Socioeconomic STMPR Advisory 

Group Meeting 

    

 

Dear Elaine, 

 

I appreciate your quick response.  I will be commenting on the SERIOUS FLAWS in 

the Agenda Item 4 Presentation by Henry Roman of IEc, who made a similar 

December 10, 2015 presentation regarding the 2016 AQMP.  These FLAWS are 

explained in my January 11, 2016 Enstrom Email to IEc President Schwarz regarding the 2016 

SCAQMD AQMP 
(http://www.scientificintegrityinstitute.org/Schwarz011116.pdf).  I have VERY STRONG evidence that 
there are NO deaths due to PM2.5 and Ozone in the SCAB and that the actual human exposure to PM2.5 
and ozone in the SCAB is VERY LOW.  Thus, I am contesting the alleged Public Health Benefits of the 
2022 AQMP that will be presented today. 

 
 

 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 

 
James Enstrom 
 

 

cc: 

Henry Roman <HRoman@indecon.com> 

Will Raich <WRaich@indecon.com> 

617-354-0074 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

6-1 

Comment Letter #6 
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From: 

 

 

JAMES ENSTROM <jenstrom@ucla.edu> 

Sent on: Tuesday, June 7, 2022 10:15:38 PM 

To: Ian MacMillan <imacmillan@aqmd.gov> 

CC: Nichole Quick <nquick@aqmd.gov>; Elaine Shen <eshen@aqmd.gov> 

Subject: June 8 at 8 AM Public Meeting of EPA CASAC Ozone Panel 

Attachments: EPA CASAC 2022 Ozone PA Recon List of Public Speakers 060822.pdf 

(101.74 KB) 

    

 

June 7, 2022 

 

Dear Ian, 

 

Thank you very much for arranging the STMPR Zoom today.  I look forward to 

working with you, Dr. Quick, and Elaine Shen on the 2022 AQMP Health Effects.  In 

a separate email I will send you my assessment of the health effects of air pollution as 

previously submitted to SCAQMD and US EPA.  This is the link to the June 8 at 8 AM PT 

Public Meeting of the EPA Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee Ozone 

Panel: https://casac.epa.gov/ords/sab/f?p=113:19:7128367149623:::RP,19:P19_ID:972 .

  Attached is a list of Public Speakers, which includes Bill LaMarr and me. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Jim 

James E. Enstrom, PhD, MPH, FACE 

Retired UCLA Research Professor (Epidemiology) 

President, Scientific Integrity Institute 

http://scientificintegrityinstitute.org/ 

jenstrom@ucla.edu 

(310) 472-4274 
 

 

6-2 

https://casac.epa.gov/ords/sab/f?p=113:19:7128367149623:::RP,19:P19_ID:972
http://scientificintegrityinstitute.org/
mailto:jenstrom@ucla.edu
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From: JAMES ENSTROM <jenstrom@ucla.edu> 
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Sent on: Monday, June 13, 2022 5:00:19 PM 

To: Ian MacMillan <imacmillan@aqmd.gov> 

CC: Nichole Quick <nquick@aqmd.gov>; Elaine Shen <eshen@aqmd.gov> 

Subject: June 7 STMPR Zoom & June 8 EPA CASAC Ozone Comment 

Attachments: Enstrom Comment to EPA CASAC Ozone Panel HR 060822.pdf (231 KB), CA 

Open Letter to CARB on Climate Policy Impacts 060822.pdf (817.04 KB), CA 

Auditor Report 2020-114 on CARB & Climate Goals 022321.pdf (1.64 MB) 

    

 

June 13, 2022 

 

Dear Ian, 

 

As a follow-up to our June 7 STMPR Zoom Meeting, I request that you read my 

attached June 8 Comment to the EPA CASAC Ozone Review Panel and the twelve 

weblinks that it contains.  The six major points in my comment are highly relevant to 

the 2022 AQMP.  I have substantial evidence that personal exposure to ozone and 

PM2.5 for most people in the SCAB is well below the NAAQS for ozone (70 ppb) 

and PM2.5 (12 ug/m3).  If instance, at my home near UCLA my ozone meter 

consistantly shows an indoor level of about 10 ppb and a maximum outdoor level of 

30 ppb.  You must measure ozone and PM2.5 levels in your AQMD offices for 

comparison with my levels and the levels stated in the AQMP. 

 

In addition, I have attached the June 8 CA Open Letter to CARB opposing the 

proposed CARB Climate Change Scoping Plan.  I have substantial evidence that this 

Scoping Plan is scientifically unjustified, economically devastating, and in many ways 

illegal.  Finally, I have attached the February 2021 CA Auditor Report on CARB, 

which documents that CARB has not demonstrated the effectiveness of its programs 

in reducing GHG emissions and providing Socioeconomic Benefits to Californians. 

 

I look forward to working with you and using my epidemiologic expertise to improve 

the 2022 AQMP. 

 

Thank you very much for your interest and consideration. 

 

Best regards, 

 

Jim 

James E. Enstrom, PhD, MPH, FFACE 

Retired UCLA Research Professor (Epidemiology) 

http://scientificintegrityinstitute.org/ 

6-3 

6-4 

http://scientificintegrityinstitute.org/
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jenstrom@ucla.edu 
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[Full report accessible at: http://auditor.ca.gov/pdfs/reports/2020-114.pdf] 

http://auditor.ca.gov/pdfs/reports/2020-114.pdf
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Response to Comment 6-1 

South Coast AQMD staff appreciates the commenter’s input and participation in the development of the 

Draft Socioeconomic Report for the 2022 AQMP. Staff has received and reviewed the submitted 

technical documents and references. Please refer to Response to Comment 4-1 and Response to 

Comment 104-1 in the 2022 Final AQMP Comments and Responses to Comments document. 

Response to Comment 6-2 

Please refer to Response to Comment Letter #81—which is the same as Comment 6-2—in the 

Comments and Responses to Comments on the Appendix I of Draft 2022 AQMP document. 

Response to Comment 6-3 

Please refer to Responses to Comments 4-1 and 4-4. 

Response to Comment 6-4 

South Coast AQMD staff encourages the commenter to discuss his comments directly with CARB. The 

2022 AQMP is a blueprint for the South Coast Air Basin and the Coachella Valley to attain the 2015 8-

hour ozone standard. While the proposed control measures may generate co-benefits of greenhouse 

gas emission reductions, the primary strategy is to significantly reduce NOx emissions, with strategic 

VOC reductions.   
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Preface 

This section includes two comment letters (and selected responses) submitted to the Revised Draft 2022 

AQMP.  Both of these comment letters included two comments that were directly related to the Draft 

Socioeconomic Report.  Responses to the comments on the Draft Socioeconomic Report (94-4, 94-5, 

101-4, and 101-5) are included here.  Responses to the remaining comments in these two letters can be 

found in the Final 2022 AQMP Comments and Responses to Comments document. 
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Comment Letter #94

 

Comment 

94-1 

Comment 

94-2 
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Comment 

94-3 Con’t 
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Comment 

94-3 Con’t 
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Comment 

94-3 Con’t 

Comment 

94-4 
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Comment 

94-4 Con’t 
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Comment 
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Comment 

94-5 Con’t 

Comment 

94-6 

Comment 

94-7 
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Responses to Comments 94-4 and 94-5 

Response to Comment 94-4 

Please refer to relevant portions in Responses to Comments 1-6, 2-1, and 3-1. Moreover, staff disagrees 

with the assertion that the Draft Socioeconomic Report completely omits electrical infrastructure costs. 

To the extent data are available, staff includes costs related to zero emission equipment as well as other 

“behind-the-meter” costs such as residential panel upgrades. However, full cost estimates are not possible 

given the current state of knowledge about how zero emissions infrastructure will be built out. For 

example, the Public Utilities Commission only recently set significant new policy direction on 

Transportation Electrification from November 17, 2022 (Decision on Transportation Electrification Policy 

and Investment, https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M499/K005/499005805.PDF), 

sets significant new policy direction and describes several factors that are still unresolved that are crucial 

to determine total costs. These includes not having “sufficient detail on where [Transportation 

Electrification] infrastructure is most needed and what role the [Investor-Owned Utilities] should take”, 

not knowing what the electrical rates will be beyond 2025 as PUC only just determined to re-evaluate 

them on a five-year cycle, how electrical rates may vary depending how vehicle-grid integration occurs 

(e.g., at what level will vehicle batteries power the grid), etc. While PUC is taking a leading role with 

transportation electrification policymaking for Investor-Owned Utilities, these policies do not apply to 

publicly-owned utilities who set their own policies that may result in different costs. Examples include the 

pace of buildout, whether electrification programs can be securitized, age of each utility’s existing 

infrastructure, etc.  

 

Staff is committed to continuing to keep abreast of state-level and other assessments of energy system 

costs and provide necessary input in developing those assessments. In future rulemakings, staff will also 

make best efforts in evaluating site- and project-specific “soft costs” related to zero emission 

infrastructure installation. 

  

The analysis cited in the comment that estimates total costs of $2.1 to $3.3 trillion through 2050 is not 

appropriate for use in the 2022 AQMP Socioeconomic Report for several reasons. For example, it includes 

full statewide costs (not just South Coast AQMD), most of the costs in that analysis occur due to changes 

after the 2037 attainment year, and it includes total costs rather than net costs (e.g., in the underlying 

analysis, the difference between a high electrification scenario and base case scenario in 2035 is $70 

billion, but total cost is $770 billion). The underlying analysis the commenter cites also shows a 

considerable range in estimates of incremental costs, including scenarios with net savings of $2 

billion/year to costs of $17 billion/year in 2030 (with a base case of $9 billion/year). Regardless, the cost 

to transition to zero emission will be expensive, and additional research is needed by many agencies and 

stakeholders to estimate what the final costs will be, and how to minimize those costs.  

 

Response to Comment 94-5 

Staff acknowledges the considerable increase in costs of implementing the 2022 AQMP as compared to 

the 2016 AQMP. Please refer to Response to Comment 3-1 related to the key factors driving the increase,  

as well as the report’s conservative assumptions related to future zero emission technology costs and the 

amount of incentives considered for the analysis. As noted in both the 2016 and 2022 Socioeconomic 

Report, the projected job impacts include both loss of existing jobs and forecast jobs not created; overall, 

https://docs.cpuc.ca.gov/PublishedDocs/Published/G000/M499/K005/499005805.PDF
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however, the projected job impacts in the range of ± 29,000 jobs would not alter the region’s positive job 

growth trajectory in a regional economy with more than 10 million jobs.   
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Comment Letter #101 

 

Comment 

101-1 
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Comment 

101-3 

Comment 

101-2 
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Comment 

101-4 

Comment 

101-3 Con’t 
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Comment 

101-4 Con’t 
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Comment 

101-4 Con’t 

Comment 

101-5 
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Comment 

101-5 Con’t 

Comment 

101-6 
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Comment 

101-6 Con’t 
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Response to Comments 101-4, 101-5, and 101-6 
 

Response to Comment 101-4 

Please refer to relevant portions in Responses to Comments 1-6, 2-1, 3-1, and 94-4.  

 

Response to Comment 101-5 

Please refer to Response to Comment 94-5. 

 

Response to Comment 101-6 

Please refer to Response to Comment 101-6 in the Final 2022 AQMP Comments and Responses to 

Comments document.   

 

Regarding the methodologies used in the public health benefits valuation, willingness-to-pay (WTP) is a 

preferred valuation measure over cost-of-illness (COI), given that WTP is meant to be inclusive of all direct, 

indirect, and any additional non-market impacts.2 The use of COI measures includes only direct cost 

impacts and is therefore considered to be an underestimate of the true benefits associated with a 

reduction in incidence for any health endpoint. For more information on the use of the WTP and COI 

methodologies, please refer to the U.S. EPA’s Estimating the Benefit per Ton of Reducing Directly-Emitted 

PM2.5, PM2.5 Precursors and Ozone Precursors from 21 Sectors technical document.3 More details 

regarding the use of these methodologies in the socioeconomic analysis for the 2022 AQMP can be found 

in Chapter 3, Appendix 3-B, and Appendix 3-C of the Final 2022 Socioeconomic Report. 

 

South Coast AQMD staff is committed to providing a detailed and accurate representation of all costs 

associated with all future rulemakings. Staff will account for all cost impacts resulting from equipment 

retrofit or replacement, including any potential stranded assets as appropriate for each rulemaking. 

Potential job impacts resulting from incremental costs will be explicitly accounted for in each rulemaking’s 

associated Socioeconomic Impact Assessment.  Job impacts are already included in the socioeconomic 

analysis of both the 2022 AQMP as well as individual rulemakings. The loss or gain of jobs is modeled as a 

result of the cost of air pollution control and are not given separate value. In addition, the regional 

macroeconomic modelling conducted for rulemakings does account for other macroeconomic impacts, 

including any potential impacts on consumer prices. Staff contends that these impacts are oftentimes a 

redistribution of incremental costs, such as via cost pass-through to consumers, and accounting for them 

in the total costs of the rule would result in an overestimate (double-counting) of costs. 

 

 

 
2 Non-market impacts refer to adverse health-related impacts experienced by individuals for which there is not a 
price that can be directly inferred from market exchanges.   
3 https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2021-10/source-apportionment-tsd-oct-2021_0.pdf  

https://www.epa.gov/system/files/documents/2021-10/source-apportionment-tsd-oct-2021_0.pdf

