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COMMENT LETTER 1: CITY OF LOS ANGELES 

Response 1-1: The City of Los Angeles asserts that they are a responsible agency 

for the project, which is the subject matter of the PEA.  According to CEQA 

Guidelines §15381 a responsible agency is “[A] public agency that proposes to carry 

out or approve a project, for which a lead agency is preparing or has prepared an EIR 

or negative declaration.  For the purposes of CEQA, the term „responsible agency‟ 

includes all public agencies other than the lead agency which have discretionary 

approval power over the project [emphasis added].”  This means that a responsible 

agency has discretionary approval authority over the project under consideration. The 

PEA specifies that the project is a number of rules requiring fleets of 15 or more 

vehicles to acquire alternative-fueled vehicles when purchasing or leasing new or 

replacement vehicles (“fleet rules”) and requiring that the sulfur level of liquid fuel 

be reduced.  In this context, the City of Los Angeles has no discretionary approval 

authority over any of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Consequently, the City of Los 

Angeles cannot be considered a responsible agency for the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules.  The authority is granted to the SCAQMD by Health & Safety Code 

§§40447.5, 40919 and 40920.5. 

The City of Los Angeles may have discretionary approval authority over any projects 

that follow as a result of adopting the proposed fleet vehicle rules, such as 

construction of alternative fuel refueling stations, that are within its area of 

jurisdiction.  In this situation, it is likely that the City of Los Angeles would be a lead 

agency.  This situation, however, still does not qualify the City of Los Angeles as a 

responsible agency for the proposed fleet vehicle rules. 

The SCAQMD prepared a program environmental assessment (PEA), in part, 

because the proposed fleet vehicle rules constitute rules, regulations, plans, or other 

general criteria that govern the conduct of a continuing program (CEQA Guidelines 

§15168(a)(3)).  Subsequent activities in the program must be analyzed in light of the 

program CEQA document to determine whether an additional environmental 

document must be prepared.  Through the PEA the SCAQMD has identified all 

potential adverse environmental impacts generated by the proposed project to the 

extent that these impacts can be foreseen and given the detail of the project itself. 

The CEQA Guidelines recognize that, because a program CEQA document analyzes 

impacts from a project consisting of basic or broad policy considerations, projects 

that follow may require site-specific operations.  For any projects that follow, a lead 

agency can use the PEA as the basis of the environmental analysis for the project.  If 

impacts from the site-specific project are within the scope of the program CEQA 

document, no further environmental documents would be required (CEQA 

Guidelines §15168(c)(2)). 
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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 

§15146).  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot 

be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document for projects, 

such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local 

general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow 

from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as detailed as the 

analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a result, the Draft 

PEA analyzes impacts of a regulatory program with a degree of specificity 

commensurate with the degree of specificity of the entire proposed fleet vehicle 

program. 

The five bullet points are general summaries of the specific comments contained in 

the remainder of the letter.  Responses # 1-3 through #1-138 respond to each specific 

issue raised in these general summaries.  Where necessary, the Final PEA will be 

revised to reflect responses to comments. 

Response 1-3: As indicated by the number of public workshops, general fleet 

vehicle rule working group meetings, and working group meetings on the individual 

rules, the SCAQMD has made a substantial effort to work with affected or regulated 

agencies or parties to reach consensus, to the extent possible, on the specific 

requirements contained in each proposed rule.  In fact, a representative from the City 

of Los Angeles has attended a number of these meetings.  The SCAQMD welcomes 

any substantive information or other assistance the City of Los Angeles has to offer.  

As indicated in response to comment #1-1, by definition none of the public agencies 

regulated by the proposed fleet vehicle rules is a responsible agency.  The only 

proposal for which there is a responsible agency is proposed amended Rule (PAR) 

431.2 and that agency is the California Air Resources Board (CARB) because state 

law provides that this rule is subject to approval by CARB (Health and Safety Code 

§40447.6). 

Response 1-4: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s assertion that the 

Draft PEA did not adequately address potential adverse impacts to public services.  

SCAQMD staff consulted the CEQA Guidelines and CEQA case law for guidance 
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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
th

 1025 [44 Cal.Rptr.2d 110], for a project that had the 

potential to increase student enrollment at the local school district, the court found 

that increased school enrollment resulting in overcrowding is not, in itself, a 

significant environmental impact requiring mitigation under CEQA.  Instead, 

increased enrollment will only lead to such an impact if the increased enrollment will 

ultimately require physical changes in the environment, such as construction of new 

school facilities.  In reaching this decision, the court relied on the following CEQA 

principles, which distinguish between economic and social effects (which do not 

constitute environmental impacts) and physical effects (which can constitute 

environmental impacts): 

“[e]conomic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant effects 

on the environment.  An EIR may trace a chain of cause and effect from a 

proposed decision on a project through anticipated economic or social changes 

resulting from the project to physical changes caused in turn by the economic or 

social changes.  The intermediate economic or social changes need not be 

analyzed in any detail greater than necessary to trace the chain of cause and effect.  

The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.” (CEQA Guidelines 

§15131(a)). 

The court also relied on the definition of a project which states in pertinent part, 

that a “significant effect on the environment” means a substantial or potentially 

substantial adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area 

affected by the project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna…An 

economic or social change by itself shall not be considered a significant effect on 

the environment.  A social or economic change related to a physical change may 

be considered in determining whether the physical change is significant (CEQA 

Guidelines §15382). 

The above information relates to the proposed fleet vehicle rules in the following 

ways; the cost of purchasing fleets and installing infrastructure, in itself, is not a 

significant adverse impact unless it results in physical changes to the environment.  

Direct air quality impacts from installing refueling stations and potential indirect air 

quality impacts from additional VMT to reach a centralized refueling station, etc., are 

physical effects on the environment and have been evaluated in Chapter 4 of this 

PEA.  Cost effects as they relate to construction of additional city services may be 

considered a significant adverse indirect environmental impact, while the effects of a 

project that may include a reduction in city services is not identified as a significant 
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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 §15131).  Costs that result in potential 

adverse physical changes to the environment, i.e., air quality, have been evaluated in 

the PEA.  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-4 and the 

“Indirect Air Quality Effects” section of the PEA. 

Response 1-7: Potentially significant direct and indirect adverse environmental 

impacts resulting from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules have been 

adequately analyzed in the PEA.  The degree of specificity of the analysis is 

commensurate with the degree of specificity of proposed project (see also response to 

comment #1-2).  Where significant adverse environmental impacts have been 

identified, in this case for construction air quality impacts, appropriate feasible 

mitigation measures have been identified.  The commentator is referred to the 

“Construction-related Mitigation” subsection in Chapter 4 of the PEA for a 

discussion of mitigation measures applicable to air quality impacts.  See also Table 4-

15. 

It should also be noted that pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(3), “An agency 

shall incorporate feasible mitigation measures and alternatives developed in the 

program EIR into subsequent actions in the program.”  This means that subsequent 

projects undertaken by other public agencies to comply with the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules where the public agencies rely on the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules must incorporate the mitigation measures identified in the PEA into these future 

projects. 

Response 1-8: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that 

potential hazards impacts have not been adequately addressed in the PEA.  The 

analysis in the PEA sufficiently and comprehensively addresses the potential hazards 

posed by the clean fuels.  Sections 3 (pages 3-75 through 3-86) and 4 (pages 4-78 

through 4-97) of the PEA provide a comprehensive assessment of the potential 

hazards associated with the clean fuels and how those hazards compare to those 

posed by conventional fuels (gasoline and diesel fuel). Numerous references 

including, for example, the Department of Energy (Clean Cities Fact Sheet, May 

2000) and the Natural Gas Vehicle Coalition Bulletin 

(http://www.ngvc.org/safetybulletin.html) attest to the safety of gaseous fuels in 

widespread applications over a number of years.   

The SCAQMD has provided substantial evidence in the PEA that hazard impacts 

from the proposed fleet vehicle rules will not be significant.  The commentator has 

provided no evidence, information or data that refutes or contradicts the analysis of 

potential hazards impacts in the PEA.  “Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 

opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence 

of social or economic impacts which do not contribute to, or are not caused by, 

physical impacts on the environment, is not substantial evidence.  Substantial 

http://www.ngvc.org/safetybulletin.html
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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 §15145.  It is 

understood that individual refueling sites, when ultimately procured, may need to 

undergo a site-specific CEQA evaluation by the appropriate CEQA lead agency, 

typically the agency with general land use authority, such as cities or counties.  

CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) recognizes this possibility by stating, “If a later 

activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new initial 

study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a negative declaration.”  

This means the necessity to prepare CEQA documents for site-specific projects 

subsequent to preparation of a program CEQA document does not make the program 

CEQA document inadequate or deficient in any way. 

The SCAQMD contacted several municipal planning departments to inquire whether 

they had specific land use, zoning and permitting requirements or concerns for AFV 

refueling facilities, specifically focussing on CNG, since this is projected to be the 

most prevalent clean fuel for HDVs.  The planning officials of the two municipalities 

that responded, the City of Long Beach and the City of Torrance, both stated that 

permitting and zoning requirements were identical for CNG or diesel facilities.  Both 

cities already have experience in using CNG fleet vehicles and in permitting of CNG 

refueling infrastructure.  In Long Beach the majority of the city fleet has already been 

converted to CNG.  In Torrance, street sweepers and trash trucks are fueled by CNG.  

Based on this random inquiry within the Los Angeles basin, special land use, zoning 
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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 §15126.6, a CEQA document shall 

describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 

project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project or 

would substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 

the comparative merits of the alternatives.  The CEQA document “need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to the project [emphasis added]” (CEQA Guidelines 

§15126.6(a)).  The alternatives discussion and comparison of the relative merits of 

each project alternative in Chapter 5 of the Draft EA complies with these and all 

other relevant requirements regarding project alternatives in CEQA Guidelines 

§15126.6.  

With regard to the specific alternatives suggested by the commentator in the 

December 14, 1999 comment letter on the Notice of Preparation and Initial Study 

(NOP/IS) for the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the SCAQMD evaluated each of the 

potential project alternatives recommended by the commentator.  The proposed 

alternatives were ultimately rejected as infeasible as discussed in the section 

“Alternatives Rejected as Infeasible” section in Chapter 5 of the PEA and in 

responses to NOP/IS comments #1-14 through #1-18 in Appendix C of the Draft 

PEA.  Evaluating potential project alternatives and including a discussion of the 
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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 §40447.5.  This means that 

any alternative clean fueled-vehicle that meets the methanol equivalency criteria 

could be used as a compliant replacement fleet vehicle.   

PR 1191, which regulates light- and medium-duty fleet vehicles, requires 

replacement vehicles to consist of CARB-certified LEVs or cleaner vehicles 

including ULEVs and SULEVs.  These vehicles operate on currently available 

reformulated gasoline.  Fleet owners or operators can also replace fleet vehicles 

AFVs.  

It is assumed by this comment, however, that the commentator is “disappointed‟ that 

an alternative allowing the use of diesel fuel was not included in the Draft PEA.  

First, at the time that the Draft PEA was released to the public and currently, there 

are no CARB-certified heavy-duty diesel engines available that can meet the 

methanol equivalency provision contained in H&SC §40447.5.  Further, based on 

comments received at the various fleet vehicle working group meetings and 

workshops, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines that can meet the 

methanol particulate equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for 

another one to two years.  Similarly, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel 

engines to meet the methanol NOx equivalency criterion are not expected to be 

available for approximate another seven years.  In spite of the fact that there are 

currently no methanol equivalent CARB-certified heavy-duty engines, the Draft PEA 

identified potential clean diesel technologies and analyzed potential adverse 

environmental impacts that could be generated by these clean diesel technologies. 

Since the release of the Draft PEA, some of the proposed fleet vehicle rules have 

been modified to allow greater use of diesel- and gasoline-fueled vehicles.  These 

modifications are briefly described in the following paragraphs. 

PR 1186.1 has been further clarified to include a technical infeasibility criteria and 

procedures provision, which is a demonstration by a fleet owner or operator that it is 
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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 §15165 requires that where a phased project is to be undertaken, 

and where the total undertaking comprises a project with significant environmental 

effect, the lead agency shall prepare a single program EIR for the ultimate project.  A 

program EIR (or EA) described in CEQA Guideline §15168 is the appropriate 

document for the issuance of rules or regulations to govern the conduct of a 

continuing program.  The Program EIR (or EA) is preferable because it allows a 

more exhaustive consideration of effects and alternatives, a better analyses 

cumulative impacts of the project as a whole, and avoids duplicative discussion of 

policy consideration and duplicate paperwork.  See also responses to comments #1-1, 

#1-2 and #1-7. 

Response 1-21: The SCAQMD seriously considers all comments received by all 

commentators on its CEQA documents.  The SCAQMD, however, disagrees with the 

commentator‟s opinion that the analysis in the PEA requires substantive changes or 

additional analyses.  As noted in the responses to comments #1-1, #1-2, #1-7, #1-13, 

and #1-20, the SCAQMD prepared a program CEQA document because the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules constitute an ongoing regulatory program.  Further, the level of 

detail of the analysis is appropriate given the level of detail of the project.  The 

commentator has provided no credible evidence that any of the analyses contained in 

the PEA are deficient in any way that would trigger the requirement to recirculate the 

PEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5.   

Response 1-22: As noted in response to comment #1-1 is not a responsible agency 

for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The City of Los Angeles comments that the PEA 

is inadequate for a number of reasons and must be re-circulated.  CEQA Guideline 

§15088.5 outlines when re-circulation is required.  The leading case in deciding when 

re-circulation is necessary is Laurel Heights v. Regents of Univ. of CA., (1993) 6 

Cal.4th 1112, 26 Cal.Rptr.2d 231 (Laurel Heights II), which states: 

[W]e conclude that the addition of new information to an EIR is not 

“significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 

public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial 

adverse environmental effect of the project or a feasible way to mitigate 

or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that the 

project‟s proponents have declined to implement…[R]eciruclation is 

not required where the new information added to the EIR “merely 

clarifies or amplifies…or makes insignificant modifications in…an 

adequate EIR.” (Id. At pp. 1129-1130). 
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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 (§15151) recognize that disagreement among experts does not make a 

CEQA document inadequate.  In this case disagreement refers to the facts and the 

analysis of potential adverse impacts contained in the CEQA document.  In 

Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd District Agricultural Assoc. (1986) 

42 Cal. 3d 929, the court held that "the EIR must contain facts and analysis, not just 

the agency's bare conclusions or opinions." In Browning-Ferris Industries of 

California, Inc. v. San Jose (1986) 181 Cal. App. 3d 852, the court reasserted that an 

EIR is a disclosure document and as such an agency may choose among differing 

expert opinions when those arguments are correctly identified in a responsive 

manner.  Further, the state Supreme Court in its 1988 Laurel Heights decision held 

that the purpose of CEQA is to compel government at all levels to make decisions 

with environmental consequences in mind.  CEQA does not, indeed cannot, 

guarantee that these decisions will always be those which favor environmental 

considerations, nor does it require absolute perfection in an EIR.  The only 

disagreement expressed by the commentator are based on opinions that are 

unsupported by documentation, facts, or other data.  As noted in response to 

comment #1-8, opinion does not constitute substantial evidence. 

Response 1-24: As already noted the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s 

opinion that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is inadequate.  See 

responses to comments #1-21 and #1-22.  

Response 1-25: As already noted the SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s 

opinion that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is inadequate.  See 

responses to comments #1-21 and #1-22.  With regard to the adequacy of the analysis 

of environmental impacts contained in the PEA, see also responses to comments #1-

1, 1-2, #1-7, #1-8, #1-9, #1-10, #1-18, #1-19, and #1-20. 
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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 §15168(c)(1)). 

Response 1-32: The Multiple Air Toxics Exposure Study (MATES) II project 

represents one of the most comprehensive air toxics monitoring programs ever 

conducted in a major urban area in the country, and an extraordinary level of national 

and international interest has focused on this study.  This project included air 

monitoring of over 30 toxic pollutants, both gaseous and particulate, at 10 fixed sites 

characterizing neighborhood-scale conditions over a one-year period; and a 

complementary microscale study using three mobile platforms for approximately one 

month at each of 14 additional locations.  In addition to the monitoring, the toxics 

emissions inventory was further developed, and computer models were utilized to 

depict toxic risks for the entire Basin.   

The SCAQMD acknowledges that there are various inherent uncertainties as part of 

the MATES II study as identified through the public commenting process for this 

study; however, these uncertainties are not significant to the extent that they would 

change the conclusions drawn from the study.  The uncertainties inherent in the 

MATES II study are irrelevant to the analysis of potential adverse impacts from the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The authority to regulate fleet vehicles is granted to the 

SCAQMD by Health & Safety Code §§40447.5, 40919 and 40920.5.  This means 

that the SCAQMD already has the authority to promulgate fleet vehicle rules and 

does not rely on the MATES II study for this authority.  With or without the MATES 

II study the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts would be the same. 

The uncertainties associated with the MATES II study are clearly documented in the 

Final MATES II report (SCAQMD, 2000).  At the commentator‟s request, however, 

some of the uncertainties associated with the MATES II report are summarized in the 

following sentences.  The SCAQMD recognizes that there are inherent uncertainties 

associated with the toxic risk factor associated with diesel, as established in 

California, and that on a national level, there has not been any recommendation for a 

quantified value for diesel.  However, the SCAQMD staff relied upon the medical 

expertise within the Cal EPA for establishing pollutant toxicity risk factors (as well 

as the state ambient air quality standards for criteria pollutants), and believes the 

current estimate to be appropriately health protective.  Also, the SCAQMD staff 

accepts risk factors established by Cal EPA as applicable to the entire state.  Another 

potential area of uncertainty, based on  public comments in response to the MATES 

II report, is the potential under-estimation of risk from stationary sources.  SCAQMD 

staff response is that the computer model utilized in the MATES II study properly 
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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 II report for a more comprehensive discussion of the 

associated uncertainties. 

Response 1-33: It is unclear what relevance other toxics studies, especially those 

“currently underway” have to the proposed fleet vehicle rules since these studies are 

unrelated to: the SCAQMD‟s authority to promulgate fleet vehicle rules; the 

proposed project; and the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from 

the proposed project.   

Response 1-34: Health & Safety Code §40447.5 the authorizes the SCAQMD to 

require fleets to purchase vehicles capable of operating on “methanol or other 

equivalently clean burning alternative fuel.”  The “Statutory Authority” section in 

Chapter 2 of the PEA discusses methanol equivalency.  Further, PR 1192 and PR 

1193 in Appendix A of the Draft PEA also defined methanol equivalency.  The 

commentator is, therefore, referred to those sections of the PEA.  With regard to 

recirculation of the PEA, the SCAQMD continues to assert that the commentator has 

provided no information, evidence, or data that would trigger recirculation of the 

PEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5. 

Response 1-35: The language the commentator refers to the SCAQMD‟s authority to 

require operation on alternative fuels “to the maximum extent feasible” when 

operating within the south coast district.  The definition of feasible cited by the 

commentator in Public Resources Code §21061.1, applies specifically to findings a 

public agency must make concerning whether to mitigate or avoid significant effects 

identified in an EIR. 

Response 1-36:  In this comment, the commentator appears to agree with one of the 

project objectives identified in the PEA, reduce TAC and criteria pollutant emissions 

from public and certain private fleet vehicles.  No other response is necessary. 

Response 1-37: The City of Los Angeles comments that Health & Safety Code 

§40448.5 authorizes the SCAQMD to create and seek funding for a non-regulatory 

clean fuels program and this should be analyzed as an alternative.  The SCAQMD 

has adopted programs to encourage voluntary usage of clean burning fuels and has 

funded numerous such projects.  The authority granted to the SCAQMD by Health & 

Safety Code §40447.5, to establish fleet rules and require the purchase or lease of 

alternative fuel vehicles is wholly separate from §40448.5.  The two do not provide 

comparable emission reductions and are not alternative.  The commentator is also 

referred to the response to comment #1-15. 
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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 I/II regulations.  This has been clearly shown in 

the Draft PEA (see Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the Draft PEA)).  

Therefore, a direct comparison between the proposed fleet rules and the CARB LEV 

I/II regulations is not relevant, since the proposed fleet rule emission benefits were 

determined to be surplus to and not in competition with the CARB regulation.  With 

regard to future purchases of low emitting vehicles, the calculation methodology in 

the PEA automatically takes this into account since CARB future projections of low-

emission vehicles are accounted for in the emission reduction calculation 

methodology. 

Response 1-44: The record keeping requirements, which are minimal in nature, are 

necessary in PR 1191 to ensure rule enforceability.  These requirements are not 

burdensome in that the proposed rule simply requires records that would generally be 

kept by properly managed fleets, in the absence of any fleet rule requirements.  These 

include official DMV registrations, manufacturer, model-year, model, engine family 

number and fuel type for each vehicle.  In addition to the modest requirements for 

record keeping, the record keeping requirements do not generate significant adverse 

environmental impacts to any environmental topics. 

Response 1-45: Because there are potentially hundreds of fleets that could be 

affected by the proposed fleet rules, SCAQMD staff will most likely spot check fleet 

vehicle purchases, as deemed appropriate by SCAQMD compliance staff, to ensure 

compliance with rule requirements.  In terms of government fleets, in particular, 

regular oversight of vehicle fleet purchases is not expected to be needed since many 

of these public agencies have already taken a leadership position in utilizing vehicles 

being facilitated for use by the proposed fleet rules.  It is further expected that 

government fleets managed by large agencies (such as the City of Los Angeles) that 

have extensively analyzed the proposed fleets rules both from environmental and 

operational perspectives, will need minimal oversight from SCAQMD staff for rule 

compliance purposes. 

Response 1-46: Since release of the Draft PEA in March 2000, at the request of 

affected fleet owners PR 1191 has been modified to allow the purchase of gasoline- 

or diesel-fueled medium-duty vehicles only if the fleet owner or operator can 

demonstration that a medium-duty engine/chassis configuration is not available from 

the list published by the Executive Officer or that a medium-duty engine/chassis 

configuration has not been certified by CARB as LEV or better.  However, to qualify 

for the purchase gasoline- or diesel-fueled medium-duty vehicles at least one of the 

following two conditions must be met: 

(A) The public fleet operator has sufficient prior purchases as of July 1, 2001 

of alternative-fueled vehicles in the existing fleet that have been certified 

as ULEV, SULEV, or ZEV that would offset the emissions associated 
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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 

(e)(4).  

The above changes to PR 1191 have been analyzed to determine if these 

modifications alter the analyses or conclusions in the Draft PEA.  First, it should be 

noted that PR 1191 did not contribute to any of the potential environmental impacts 

in the PEA because PR 1191, which regulates light- and medium-duty fleet vehicles, 

requires replacement vehicles to consist of CARB-certified LEVs or cleaner vehicles 

including ULEVs and SULEVs.  These vehicles operate on currently available 

reformulated gasoline.  As a result, no infrastructure development is required, so no 

construction or other potentially adverse environmental impacts would be generated.  

Similarly, to the extent that PR 1191 allows currently available medium-duty 

gasoline or diesel vehicles to be purchased as replacement vehicles no infrastructure 

or other changes generating potential adverse environmental impacts would be 

generated because these vehicles are already currently in use.   

Under these credit provisions there would be no net effect on the emission benefits 

anticipated for PR 1191 because emissions from gasoline- or diesel-fueled medium-

duty vehicles would have to be offset through purchase of sufficient quantities of 

other fleet vehicles that have been certified as ULEV or cleaner. 

These modifications are not considered to be significant modifications to the 

proposed project requiring recirculation of the Draft PEA pursuant to CEQA 

Guidelines §15088.5 because no new significant adverse impacts would result; a 

substantial increase to the severity of an impact will not occur; etc.   

Response 1-47: With regard to potential cost impacts of the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules, the commentator is referred to the SCAQMD‟s Economic Assessment.  See 

also responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #1-19.  With regard to the 

existing benefits from the use of AFVs, this is not part of the proposed project.  

However, as part of the emissions benefits analysis, the emission reduction benefits 

of the Consent Decree between heavy-duty engine manufacturers and U.S. EPA have 

been accounted for in the emission benefits analysis so there is no double counting of 

these emission reduction benefits.  Similarly, the emission reduction benefits of 

CARB‟s urban transit bus fleet rule have also been incorporated into the emission 

reduction benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules to avoid double counting the 

emissions benefits.  It should be noted that a portion of the environmental impacts 

generated by the fleet vehicle rules will actually be generated as a result of transit bus 
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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 

§15088.5. 

As has been previously communicated to City of Los Angeles environmental and 

fleet operations staff, the recently adopted CARB urban transit bus fleet rule 

establishes two compliance paths: a diesel path and an alternative fuel path.  The 

diesel compliance path basically requires transit bus fleets to purchase diesel buses 

meeting certain emission standards along with certain other fleet related emission 

reduction requirements, and the alternative fuel path requires these fleets to purchase 

alternative -fuel buses meeting certain emission standards along with certain other 

fleet related emission reduction requirements.  The net effect of PR 1192 will be to 

require transit bus fleets to choose CARB's alternative fuel path, in order to capture 

additional particulate matter and NOx emission reductions that would occur through 

the utilization of alternative fuel buses instead of diesel buses.  Consequently, PR 

1192 is not duplicative or inconsistent with the alternative fuel path in CARB‟s urban 

transit bus fleet rule.  Further, the emission reduction benefits of PR 1192 have been 

described in the Staff Report for PR 1192.  With regard to the level of analysis in the 

PEA, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-2 and #1-7. 
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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 vehicles will result in adverse significant operational changes from 

reduced range, payload and reliability.  The SCAQMD also disagrees that the use of 

alternative fueled refuse collection vehicles will require additional trucks, additional 

refueling trips, or additional City staff. The SCAQMD contacted Waste Management 

(personal communication with Kent Stoddard, Waste Management, May 18, 2000), 

which is currently operating 30 CNG-fueled refuse collection vehicles in Palm 

Desert, regarding their experience with operation of those vehicles and changes in 

operations that they would anticipate when converting their entire fleet to CNG-

fueled refuse collection vehicles.  Waste Management indicated that: (1) the CNG 

tanks on their refuse collection vehicles are sized to provide the same range as diesel-

fueled refuse collection trucks; (2) vehicle payload for CNG-fueled refuse collection 

vehicles is approximately 1,600 pounds less than the 22,000 pound payload of diesel-

fueled refuse collection vehicles; (3) the decrease in payload of approximately seven 

percent could cause an increase in vehicles-miles-traveled (VMT) of approximately 

seven to eight percent; (4) this increased VMT could be accommodated with the 

existing fleet, avoiding the need for additional vehicles or drivers; and (5) additional 

maintenance personnel would not be required to maintain CNG-fueled refuse 

collection vehicles.  Additionally, although Waste Management experienced 

substantial downtime caused by failure of high-pressure regulators, actuators, spark 

plugs and the electronic control system, these problems were largely overcome as a 

result of improved or modified components, training of maintenance personnel and 
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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 PM10 emissions of 1,096 and 24 

pounds per day when the entire estimated fleet of 6,000 diesel-fueled refuse 

collection vehicles has been converted to CNG-fueled vehicles.  However, the 

conversion of these vehicles from diesel fuel to CNG results in estimated decreases 

of 6,544 and 656 pounds per day of NOX and PM10, respectively, which far exceed 

the estimated increases associated with the increased VMT. 
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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 §15147, 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/II) out of dozens of California and Federal mobile 

source emission reduction programs that have been adopted during the past thirty 

year of regulatory development. 

Response 1-68: The commentator‟s opinion that the SCAQMD failed to include 

rules adopted by CARB and the U.S. EPA is incorrect.  The emission benefit analysis 

in the PEA incorporated CARB LEV I/II emission standards.  The commentator is 

referred to responses to comments #1-47, #1-59 and #1-67.  With regard to potential 

future more stringent heavy-duty engine emission standards, CARB has yet to 

formally propose these standards, and U.S. EPA just recently (May 17, 2000) 

proposed more stringent standards.  The emission benefit analysis included in 

Alternative B of the PEA included SCAQMD assumptions on these emission 

standards levels for the 2007 model year, based on CARB input.  These assumptions 

(0.01 g/bhp-hr for PM and 0.2 g/bhp-hr in 2007) are remarkably close to U.S. EPA's 

recently announced proposal (0.01 g/bhp-hr PM in 2007 and 0.2 g/bhp-hr NOx 

phased in between 2007 to 2010). 

Response 1-69: With regard to incorporating heavy-duty engine standards adopted 

by CARB and U.S. EPA, the commentator is referred to response to comments #1-

47, #1-59, #1-67, and #1-68. 

Response 1-70: With regard to consideration of CARB‟s urban transit bus fleet rule, 

the commentator is referred to response to comment #1-48.  Moreover, CARB‟s staff 

report states that the alternative fuel path will provide better PM benefits than the 

diesel path due to higher in-use emissions for diesel. 

Response 1-71: With regard to the uncertainties relative to the SCAQMD‟s MATES 

II study, the commentator is referred to response to comment #1-32. 

Response 1-72: The transportation/circulation section of Chapter 3 is a description of 

the existing transportation/circulation system in the district prior to implementation 

of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  An analysis of potential indirect 

transportation/circulation impacts resulting from increasing VMT resulting from 

affected heavy-duty fleet vehicles traveling longer distances to AFV refueling 

stations was conducted in Chapter 4.  Potential transportation/circulation impacts per 

fueling facility did not exceed the SCAQMD‟s significance threshold. 
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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. 

http://www.ngvc.org/safetybulletin.html
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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 §40448.5 to 

assist public entities in complying with the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Further, the 

SCAQMD will work with alternative-fuel providers to encourage mechanisms to 

ease compliance for affected fleets. 

Response 1-85: The fact that natural gas companies may benefit from the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules is not an objective of the proposed project nor is it an appropriate 

criterion used to impose mitigation measures.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 

15126.4(a)(3), “Mitigation measures are not required for effects which are not found 

to be significant.”  Since significant adverse environmental impacts from the 

operational phase of the project were not identified, mitigation measures are not 

required. 

Response 1-86: The commentator has either misunderstood or misrepresented the 

statement in the “Introduction” section of Chapter 4.  The specific sentence says that 

PR 1191, PR 1192, and PR 1193 are expected to be considered by the SCAQMD 

Governing Board earlier than the other proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The sentence 

goes on to say, “[S]ince the potential impacts associated with these three rules are 

similar to or less than those of the other proposed fleet vehicle rules and related 

amendments, the following environmental impact analyses [in Chapters 4 and 5] 

evaluates the total impacts for the entire series of fleet vehicle rules and related 

amendments [emphasis added].”  This statement in bold clearly states that the 

environmental analysis covers the entire suite of fleet vehicle rules, including the 

proposed amendments to Rule 431.2.  Further, review of the environmental impact is 

clearly predicated upon all of the proposed fleet vehicle rules and related 

amendments.  Therefore, the commentator‟s opinion that the PEA is deficient and 

needs to be recirculated is without merit.  The commentator is also referred to the 

responses to comments #1-2 and #1-7 for a discussion on the degree of specificity of 

the environmental analysis in a program CEQA document. 
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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 CO2 emissions per 

vehicle mile traveled compared to alternative fueled vehicles.”  This conclusion 

neglects the life cycle emissions associated with diesel.  The production of diesel fuel 

is a more energy intensive process than for CNG.  In Appendix A of the AIChE 

analysis, the authors considered life cycle emissions for greenhouse gases for each of 

the alternates when developing their relative comparisons in the table, so a similar 

correction has to be made when considering diesel.  Several publications indicate that 

CNG vehicles have greenhouse gas emissions that are less than diesel when 

compared on a life cycle basis.  This conclusion was recently confirmed by the U.S. 

Department of Energy, Office of Energy Efficiency, Clean Cities Fact Sheet (May 

2000) in a comparison of CNG and diesel buses which stated that even including 

methane emissions (20 times stronger than CO2) that might be emitted during 

refueling “CNG buses appear to have total greenhouse gas emissions that are very 

similar to, if not slightly better than, diesel buses despite emitting higher levels of 

methane.” 

Response 1-93: The table from the 1997 AIChE study that was cited by the 

SCAQMD includes a column for RFG based on data that were available at that time.  



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules 

 

 H - 1 - 65 June 2000 

 

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 II programs to assess the overall toxic risk reduction in ambient air 

through the use of alternative fuel vehicles.  The commentator is referred to the 

SCAQMD‟s Economic Assessment document for the proposed fleet vehicle rules for 

a discussion of costs. 

Response 1-101: With regard to the comparison of fuels in Table 4-9, the 

commentator is referred to response to comment #1-99.  The risk reductions are 

based on engine emission levels, based on input from CARB staff, using adopted 

emission standards for diesel powered engines and corresponding emission levels for 

engines operating on alternative fuels (i.e., natural gas).  SCAQMD staff is unaware 

of a specific emission level that can be assigned to “clean diesel.”  SCAQMD staff is 

developing toxic risk analyses for heavy-duty vehicles on a rule by rule basis.  

Including the individual benefits of each individual rule in the PEA will not change 

any of the conclusions in the PEA or trigger any other criteria that would require 

recirculation of the PEA pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 15088.5. 

Response 1-102: The staff report does not assume that existing facilities will be 

replaced.  It does assume that in most cases, sufficient land will be available at 

current fleet yards to incorporate additional CNG hardware.  If additional land was 

needed, on average a 50‟ x 100‟ parcel would accommodate a NG refueling facility.  

At $50 per square feet, and at a transaction cost of six percent, the cost per mile for a 

fleet of 100 trucks would be less than 0.3 cents per mile.  Given this small magnitude 

of cost, the staff estimate is a reasonable first-order estimate of the capital costs 

involved in CNG vehicle refueling. 

Response 1-103: With regard to the consideration that methanol may or may 

not be used as an alternative clean fuel to comply with the provisions of the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-38, 

#1-88, and #1-90. 
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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 PM10 emissions of 13, two, 16 and 33 pounds per day, 

respectively.  These higher emission estimates do not trigger the significance 

thresholds of the PEA and have been incorporated into a revised net air quality 

benefits analysis presented in Chapter 4 and Appendix F of the PEA. 

Response 1-109: The commentator‟s opinion that emissions from ICEs used to 

operate compressor engines at CNG refueling stations should be accounted for in the 

analysis is inconsistent with CEQA guidelines section §15064(h), which states, 

“Except as otherwise required by Section 15065, a change in the environment is not a 

significant effect if the change complies with a standard that meets the definition in 

subsection (h)(3).”  For the purposes of this subsection a "standard" means a standard 

of general application that is all of the following: 

(A) A quantitative, qualitative or performance requirement found in a 

statute, ordinance, resolution, rule, regulation, order, or other standard 

of general application; 

(B) Adopted for the purpose of environmental protection; 

(C) Adopted by a public agency through a public review process to 

implement, interpret, or make specific the law enforced or administered 

by the public agency; 
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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 §15131 the SCAQMD has not evaluated potential economic 

impacts that result in physical changes to the environment.  Indeed the text 

referenced by the commentator is the introductory discussion of the “Indirect Air 

Quality Effects” section, which specifically includes analyses of economic impacts 

generating secondary or indirect air quality impacts.  In particular the commentator is 

referred to the subsections entitled “Loss of Service,” “Longer Fleet Turnover Rate,” 

and “Centralized Refueling.”  No other indirect impacts result from economic effects 

anticipated to be caused by the proposed fleet vehicle rules were identified.   

Response 1-112: The SCAQMD disagrees that reduced payload and range 

capabilities of alternative fueled vehicles will result in additional refueling trips, as 

discussed in response to comment #1-106.  Additionally, as further discussed in 

response to comment #1-106, the assumption made by the SCAQMD in the analysis 

of the impacts of centralized refueling that all heavy-duty vehicles subject to the 
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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 vehicle rules will cause significant 

transportation/circulation impacts. 

Response 1-116: Regarding the cumulative impact conclusions, the 

commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-114. 

Response 1-117: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that 

the PEA did not adequately address public services relative to refuse vehicles.  Please 

see responses to comments #1-50, #1-52, and #1-115 

Response 1-118: According to Sempra Energy, the Northridge earthquake 

resulted in isolated service outages in areas there were generally closest to the 

earthquake epicenter.  It should be noted that, in the event of an earthquake of a 

magnitude similar to the Northridge earthquake, natural gas would still be available 

in large segments of the pipeline system and no widespread power outages would 

occur.  Sempra Energy has recommended in public meetings that mutual assistance 

agreements be established between cities.  These agreements would ensure that each 

city would have a source of natural gas in the event of a gas outage. 

Response 1-119: Regarding the cumulative impact conclusions, the 

commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-114. 

Response 1-120: The commentator has not provided any justification for the 

assumption that alternate fueled vehicles are inherently less safe than diesel or 

gasoline vehicles.  In fact, statistics indicate that these vehicles are as safe in normal 

operations and sometimes safer in accident situations.  The Natural Gas Vehicle 
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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 §15121, which states in part that a CEQA 

document, “…is an informational document which will inform public agency 

decision-makers and the public generally of the significant environmental effect of a 

project,…” 

Response 1-123: The page referenced by the commentator is from the “Direct 

Air Quality Effects” section in Chapter 4 of the PEA, not from the “Energy/Mineral 

Resources” analysis in Chapter 4.   The PEA considered the impacts of energy use 

for compressor stations in the “Operation-related Impacts” subsection of the 

“Energy/Mineral Resources” section in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  The commentator is, 

therefore, referred to this subsection. 

http://www.ngvc.org/safetybulletin.html
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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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COMMENT LETTER 2: CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD 

Response 2-1: First it should be noted that PR 1186.1 is a new rule, not an 

amendment to an existing rule.  Regarding the type of CEQA prepared for the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules, the SCAQMD prepared a program environmental 

assessment (PEA), in part, because the proposed fleet vehicle rules constitute rules, 

regulations, plans, or other general criteria that govern the conduct of a continuing 

program (CEQA Guidelines §15168(a)(3)).  Subsequent activities in the program 

must be analyzed in light of the program CEQA document to determine whether an 

additional environmental document must be prepared.  Through the PEA the 

SCAQMD has identified all potential adverse environmental impacts generated by 

the proposed project to the extent that these impacts can be foreseen and given the 

detail of the project itself. 

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that the degree of specificity required in a CEQA 

document depends on the type of project being proposed (CEQA Guidelines 

§15146).  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot 

be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document for projects, 

such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local 

general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow 

from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as detailed as the 

analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a result, the Draft 

PEA analyzes impacts of a regulatory program with a degree of specificity 

commensurate with the degree of specificity of the entire proposed fleet vehicle 

program. 

The CEQA Guidelines recognize that, because a program CEQA document analyzes 

impacts from a project consisting of basic or broad policy considerations, projects 

that follow may require site-specific operations.  For any projects that follow, a lead 

agency can use the PEA as the basis of the environmental analysis for the project.  If 

impacts from the site-specific project are within the scope of the program CEQA 

document, no further environmental documents would be required (CEQA 

Guidelines §15168(c)(2)).  If impacts not analyzed in the PEA are identified during 

the promulgation process for subsequent rules, additional environmental analyses 

will be prepared. 

The project descriptions in Chapter 2 of the PEA provide a description for each 

proposed fleet vehicle rule that is sufficient in detail to allow meaningful analysis of 

potential adverse environmental impacts.  In addition to draft rule language being 

available for PR 1191, 1192, and 1193, draft rule language is available for PR 1186.1 

and 1194. 
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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 ULEVs, SULEVs, or 

ZEVs.  As already noted, ULEVs and SULEVs can operate on currently available 

reformulated gasoline.  Courtesy shuttles operating to and from local airports would 

still be required to replace fleet vehicles with AFVs when buying new or replacing 

old fleet vehicles. 

PR 1186.1 has been further clarified to include a technical infeasibility criteria and 

procedures provision, which is a demonstration by a fleet owner or operator that it is 

technically infeasible to comply with the provisions of the rule requiring replacement 

of street sweepers with alternative fueled-sweepers because such sweepers are not 

commercially available for the specified application.  A technical infeasibility can 

also be made if an AFV refueling station is not available within five miles of the 

vehicle storage or maintenance yards.   

Finally, as noted in response to comment #2-1, if impacts not analyzed in the PEA 

are identified during the promulgation process for subsequent rules, additional 

environmental analyses will be prepared. 

Response 2-4: The SCAQMD is aware that the enabling legislation allowing the 

SCAQMD to regulate vehicle fleets does not include authority to establish fuel 

specifications for diesel fuel.  The SCAQMD further understands that its authority to 

establish fuel specifications for diesel fuel is subject to approval by CARB (H&SC 

§40447.6).  The SCAQMD does not believe these statutory differences with respect 

to authority have any effect on the appropriate CEQA document or the CEQA 

analysis.  PAR 431.2 is appropriately part of the PEA because it allows cleaner 

vehicles for those fleet vehicles that are not alternative-fueled. 

The PEA provides a comprehensive analysis of potential adverse impacts at Basin 

refineries that would need to make refinery modifications enabling them to produce 
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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 II) regulations.  However, the scope of the modifications analyzed in 

the Mobil EIR are much more extensive than the modifications expected by affected 

refineries that would be required to produce PAR 431.2 compliant low sulfur diesel 

fuel.  In the Mobil EIR, not only were modifications needed to produce lower sulfur 

gasoline, but extensive modifications where necessary to enable Mobil to produce 

gasoline with lower benzene content, lower Reid vapor pressure, lower olefin 

content, lower T-90, etc.  Thus, the Mobil Refinery had to essentially modify major 

portions of its whole refining process in order to comply with the RFG II regulations. 

In the context of the proposed project, the SCAQMD does not expect that affected 

refineries will have to modify their existing refining processes to the extent that 

Mobil had to for its Reformulated Fuels Project.  However, the SCAQMD expects 

that some of the types of construction activities that occurred for the Mobil Refinery 

Reformulated Fuels Project would be similar to those required to low sulfur fuels that 

meet the requirements of PAR 431.2. 

In order to estimate the construction impacts associated with refinery modifications, 

the SCAQMD assumed that peak daily construction emissions during modification of 

a refinery to comply with PAR 431.2 would be about 25 percent of the peak daily 

construction emissions that were estimated for the Mobil reformulated fuels project.  

The SCAQMD also assumed that the six largest refineries (e.g., ARCO, Chevron, 

Mobil, Equilon, Tosco, and Ultramar) within its jurisdiction would construct 

modifications that would have similar emissions.  Finally, as a “worst-case,” the 

SCAQMD assumed that the peak daily emissions from construction of modifications 

at each refinery would all occur on the same day.  It was also assumed that refinery 

modification construction activities would last two years.  Under these assumptions, 

the peak daily emissions for construction of refinery modifications to comply with 
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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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COMMENT LETTER 3: INTERNATIONAL TRUCK AND ENGINE 

CORPORATION 

Response 3-1: Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15126.6, a CEQA document shall 

describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the 

project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project or 

would substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 

the comparative merits of the alternatives.  The CEQA document “need not consider 

every conceivable alternative to the project [emphasis added]” (CEQA Guidelines 

§15126.6(a)).  The alternatives discussion and comparison of the relative merits of 

each project alternative in Chapter 5 of the Draft EA complies with these and all 

other relevant requirements regarding project alternatives in CEQA Guidelines 

§15126.6. 

Response 3-2: This comment is a general summary of the specific comments in the 

remainder of the comment letter.  The commentator is referred to the specific 

responses to comments #3-3 through #3-74. 

Response 3-3: The SCAQMD understands that the commentator does not, by 

making these comments, waive its concern that federal law preempts the SCAQMD‟s 

authority to adopt the proposed fleet rules. 

Response 3-4: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that the 

PEA prepared for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is flawed.  The PEA for the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules has been prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to 

provide decision-makers with information that enables them to make a decision that 

intelligently takes account of environmental consequences.  The evaluation of the 

environmental effects of a proposed project have been as exhaustive as possible in 

light of what is reasonably feasible analyze.  The courts have looked not for 

perfection but for adequacy, completeness, and a good faith effort at full disclosure.  

The PEA prepared for the proposed fleet vehicle rules has been prepared consistent 

with the goals identified by the courts.  The remainder of this comment summarizes 

subsequent specific comments.  Specific responses to each of the points are provided 

in responses to comments #3-5 through #3-74. 

Response 3-5: The commentator states that the “Project Objectives fail to include 

objectives that the SCAQMD is required or should consider as part of its rulemaking 

authority.”  Its unclear what is meant by this statement.  Project objectives are 

required in a CEQA document pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15124(b), which 

states, in part, “The statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of 

the project.  The statement of objectives contained in the PEA for the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules complies with all relevant CEQA requirements. 
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Response 3-6: As noted in response to comment #3-5, project objectives is a 

specific requirement pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15124(b). and has a specific 

meaning with regard to preparation of a CEQA document.  CEQA legislation is 

codified in the California Public Resources Code §21000, et seq. and the CEQA 

Guidelines are codified in the California Code of Regulations §15000, et seq.  

Similar terminology in legislation contained in other statutes, e.g., the Health and 

Safety Code, does not necessarily have the same meaning as the meaning in the 

Public Resources Code or the California Code of Regulations.  As noted in response 

to comment #3-5, the “Project Objectives” section in the PEA complies with all 

relevant CEQA requirements. 

Response 3-7: The commentator asserts that the SCAQMD has an obligation to 

explore clean technologies that utilize traditional fuels, such as diesel and that the 

project objectives should be revised to include this obligation.  There is not specific 

legal requirement that the proposed fleet vehicle rules consider a compliance option 

that includes low sulfur diesel and associated emission control equipment.  It should 

be noted that the Federal Code of Regulations (40 CFR 86.000-02) defines 

alternative fuels as “any fuel other than gasoline and diesel fuels, such as methanol, 

ethanol, and gaseous fuels.”  The comment appears to be confusing the SCAQMD‟s 

rulemaking authority and requirements with the legal requirements for a CEQA 

analysis of the potential impacts of this specific project.  Health & Safety Code 

§40001(d)(1) specifics that rules adopted by Air Pollution Control Districts shall 

include a process to approve alternative methods of complying with emission control 

requirements that provide equivalent emission reductions.  This statute does not 

directly apply to the proposed project since it deals with rules applicable to 

“facilities” and fleets are not facilities.  In any event, the proposed fleet vehicle rules 

do not require one method of compliance, but require that fleet owner or operators 

purchase or lease various alternative fuel replacement vehicles when buying new or 

replacing existing fleet vehicles.  There is limited allowance of diesel vehicles under 

conditions specified in the proposed rules that have diesel provisions. 

The program to encourage clean burning fuels referred to in the comment (Health & 

Safety Code §40448.5) is authority wholly separate from the authority relied upon for 

the fleet rules.  Health & Safety Code §40448.5 requires that the SCAQMD establish 

a voluntary program and expend funding on research, development and 

demonstrations in furtherance of increasing the utilization of clean burning fuels 

(Health & Safety Code §040448.5.1).  The SCAQMD has complied with these 

requirements and established such a program.  Because this program is voluntary, it 

would not be an enforceable element of this project. 

Finally, although the proposed project focuses on replacement vehicles consisting of 

alternative clean fuel vehicles, provisions are included in some of the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules for compliance vehicles to be gasoline or diesel vehicles.  The 
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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 §15168, in part, because the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules constitute rules, regulations, plans, or other general 

criteria that govern the conduct of a continuing program (CEQA Guidelines 

§15168(a)(3)).  For any projects that follow, a lead agency can use the PEA as the 

basis of the environmental analysis for the project.  If impacts from the site-specific 

project are within the scope of the program CEQA document, no further 

environmental documents would be required (CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(2)).  The 

PEA provides a comprehensive and, therefore, adequate analysis of potential adverse 

impacts that may result from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  For additional 

information on program CEQA documents, the commentator is referred to the 

responses to comments #1-1 and #1-2.  If during the rule promulgation process new 

significant adverse environmental impacts are identified or existing adverse impacts 
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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 §40447.5.  Further, based on comments 

received at the various fleet vehicle working group meetings and workshops, control 

technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines that can meet the methanol particulate 

equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for another one to two years.  

Similarly, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines to meet the methanol 

NOx equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for approximate another 

four to seven years.  See also response to comment #1-16. 

Response 3-19: The CEQA document includes an analysis of clean diesel 

technologies, i.e., low sulfur fuel and associated control technologies, as part of the 

analysis of the project because some of the proposed fleet vehicle rules allow limited 

use of diesel vehicles to comply with the specific provisions of the various rules.  For 

additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-

16 and #1-38.  See also response to comment #1-14.  Further, it is currently unclear 

what emission rate assumptions should be used for advanced diesel technology 

option, since this technology is currently in an initial demonstration phase in 

California.  Once this technology is certified (approved for use) in California, then it 

may be included in an advanced diesel technology option. 

Response 3-20: The CEQA document includes an analysis of clean diesel 

technologies, i.e., low sulfur fuel and associated control technologies, as part of the 

analysis of the project because some of the proposed fleet vehicle rules allow limited 

use of diesel vehicles to comply with the specific provisions of the various rules.  For 

additional information, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-

16 and #1-38.  See also response to comment #1-14. 

Response 3-21: In this comment various types of clean diesel technologies are 

described.  As noted in prior comments, clean diesel technologies were analyzed as 

part of the analysis on the proposed project. See response to comment #1-16.  The 

commentator also asserts, incorrectly, that there are no environmental impacts 

associated with clean diesel technologies, including low sulfur fuel.  The analysis in 

the PEA concluded that modifications to refineries that would enable them to 

produce low sulfur diesel would result in significant adverse construction air quality 

impacts in 2001 and 2002. 
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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 §40447.5.  Further, 

based on comments received at the various fleet vehicle working group meetings and 

workshops, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel engines that can meet the 

methanol particulate equivalency criterion are not expected to be available for 

another one to two years.  Similarly, control technologies for heavy-duty diesel 

engines to meet the methanol NOx equivalency criterion are not expected to be 

available for approximate another four to seven years.  See also responses to 

comments #1-16, #3-18, #2-4, and #3-21. 

Response 3-23: Thank you for providing the information in Tables 1 and 2 of your 

letter.  Nevertheless, until this technology is certified by CARB for use in California 

and sufficiently tested from an emissions durability standpoint, it is premature to 

conclude green diesel technology produces the same or lower emission levels 

compared to alternative fuels.  SCAQMD is looking forward to the development and 

commercialization of green diesel technology if this conclusion is reached by 

regulatory agencies.  See also responses to comments #1-16, #3-18, #2-4 and #3-21. 

Response 3-24: As noted in prior comments, clean diesel technologies, including 

refinery projects necessary to produce low sulfur fuel,  were analyzed as part of the 

analysis on the proposed project. See response to comment #1-16.  Regarding the 

availability of low sulfur diesel, the commentator incorrectly states that the PEA 

suggests that low sulfur fuel is unavailable and that it is a speculative technology and 

then cites page 2-12.  Relative to low sulfur fuels, the text on page 2-12 states, “The 

availability of low-sulfur diesel fuel is a critical component in lowering fine 

particulate emissions from diesel-fueled engines that have advanced after-treatment 

control devices.”  Indeed, the proposed amendments contemplated for Rule 431.2 

would be to substantially lower the sulfur content limits for petroleum-based liquid 

fuels (specifically diesel) as indicated in the project description for PAR 431.2 in 

Chapter 2 of the Final PEA.  The commentator is also referred to the responses to 

comments #2-4 and #3-21. 

Response 3-25: This comment summarizes issues contained in comments #3-26 and 

#-27.  Please refer to responses #3-26 and #3-27. 
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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 
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comment in #1-120 concerning NGV Coalition and DOE publication concerning 

CNG vehicle safety.  See also responses to comments #1-8, #1-9, #1-76, and #1-78.  

Hazard identification and associated regulations/procedures were presented in Table 

4-30 of the PEA.  A quantitative risk analysis would be premature at this point since 

it would require speculation as to the mix of alternative fuels in various fleets and the 

distribution of the fleets and the size of the facility and location of the potential 

receptor(s).  Before individual fueling facilities are permitted, incremental risk 

estimates may have to be performed.  See also response to comment #1-31. 

Response 3-37: Staff has evaluated the emissions and economic impact for public 

fleet vehicles that would be affected by the proposed fleet rules, including vehicles 

used in support functions such as repair and service vehicles.  Also, private 

transportation vehicles are included to the extent that they are allowed to pick up 

passengers at airports, such as taxis and private shuttle vehicles, and are used under 

contract to public transit agencies to provide public transportation services.  Private 

merchandise delivery vehicles and delivery trucks (e.g., United Parcel Service 

vehicles) are not included within the scope of the proposed fleet rules. 

Response 3-38: The commentator‟s opinion that the environmental analysis relies 

heavily on the MATES II report is incorrect.  For additional information on this item, 

the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-32. 

Response 3-39: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that the 

indirect air quality impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules are significant.  It 

should be noted that the information cited by the commentator is from the executive 

summary portion of Chapter 1.  Chapter 4 of the PEA contains a comprehensive 

analysis of potential adverse indirect air quality impacts and the conclusion that these 

impacts will not be significant is supported by substantial evidence.  The 

commentator provides no evidence to dispute this conclusion.  In the indirect air 

quality effects sections of Chapter 4 and Appendix F, the PEA presents analyses of 

potential indirect air quality impacts from removal of transit bus lines from service, 

longer fleet vehicle turnover rates, and additional fleet vehicle travel to centralized 

refueling sites. Potential impacts from longer fleet vehicle turnover rates are 

addressed in the response to comment #3-34, and potential impacts from additional 

travel to centralized refueling sites are discussed in the response to comments #1-106 

and #3-67. In spite of the potential indirect impacts, the analyses showed that the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules would produce a net air quality benefit. 

With regard to potential land use impacts, the SCAQMD disagrees that the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules will generate significant adverse land use impacts.  Please see 

response to comment #1-13.  See also responses to comments #1-1, #1-2, #1-7, and 

#1-10. 
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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 §15145.  It is anticipated that individual refueling sites, if required 

and when ultimately procured, will undergo a site-specific CEQA evaluation by the 

appropriate CEQA lead agency, typically the agency with general land use authority, 

such as cities or counties. 

However, consistent with the programmatic nature of the PEA, the SCAQMD 

examined the potential basin-wide impacts to traffic/circulation that might result 

from public fleet vehicles travelling to different locations than they currently use for 

refueling.  As presented in the indirect transportation/circulation section of Chapter 4 

of the PEA, the SCAQMD evaluated the average increase in daily refueling trips that 

would occur if all heavy-duty fleet vehicles affected by the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules, except transit buses, traveled to different refueling sites than they currently use. 

Light- and medium-duty public fleet vehicles are not anticipated to require the use of 

different refueling sites than they currently use because they are expected to be 

gasoline-fueled LEV/ULEV vehicles.  The analysis concluded that an average of 40 

refueling trips would be made each day by heavy-duty vehicles to each site, which is 

below the significance criterion of 350 trips per site.  See also response to comment 

#1-72 

Response 3-41: The commentator has misunderstood the referenced text from the 

PEA.  The conclusion that impacts will not be significant in the environmental areas 

identified is not based on the fact that no comments were received that refute these 

conclusions, they were based on the preliminary analysis contained in the initial 

study.  Although comments were received on the NOP/IS claiming that that impacts 

in additional environmental areas would occur, these comments were not supported 

by any data, facts, or other information.  Therefore, the SCAQMD stated that no 

information was received on the conclusions in the NOP/IS that refuted the 

conclusions arrived at in the NOP/IS.  The SCAQMD continues to maintain that the 

analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from implementing the proposed 

fleet vehicle rules is comprehensive and supported by substantial evidence. As 

discussed under response 1-10, if AFV refueling stations must be constructed at sites 

other than existing maintenance and refueling sites, it is anticipated that they will be 
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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 

§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.  It is 

anticipated that bus fleet operators, e.g., transit bus fleet operators will install ICE-

driven compressors at existing fleet refueling/maintenance locations because they 

have trained onsite maintenance personnel.  Existing refueling/maintenance bus fleet 

locations tend be in industrial or commercial areas where noise levels are already 

relatively high, due to industrial processes and vehicular traffic.  Noise from 

refueling/maintenance locations would typically be attenuated substantially by 
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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 §40447.5, whereas 

by definition, methanol is an alternative clean fuel.  For additional information, the 

commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34. 

Response 3-52: With regard to the commentator‟s opinion that low sulfur diesel be 

included in the proposed project as an alternative clean fuel, please refer to the 

responses to comments #1-16, #3-48, and #3-51. 

Response 3-53: The page cited by the commentator is part of the existing setting 

section (see response to comment #3-51) and discusses the relative physical and 

chemical characteristics of alternative clean fuels.  For the analysis of potential 

hazard impacts resulting from greater use of alternative clean fuels, the commentator 

is referred to the section entitled “Hazards” in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  See also 

responses to comments #1-8 and #1-120. 

Response 3-54: As noted in response to comment #3-24, the SCAQMD does not 

consider the future availability of low sulfur fuel to be speculative.  The 

commentator‟s opinion that the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules did not 

include an analysis of clean diesel technologies is incorrect.  Please refer to responses 

to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-40, #2-4, and #3-21.  With regard to costs associated 

with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to 

comments #1-4, #1-6, and #1-18. 

Response 3-55: With regard to Table 4-6, the commentator is referred to the 

response to comment #1-91.  The SCAQMD used Table 4-6 to show comparison of 

various performance indices for different fuels to illustrate their relative positioning.  

The information in the table was not used to assess the potential significance of 

environmental impacts of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  For the PEA, the 

SCAQMD did not consider emerging technologies that are not currently available on 

a widespread basis and did not include the effects of emerging control technology. 

With regard to diesel being a superior alternative, the Harvard study “Fueling Heavy 
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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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COMMENT LETTER 4: NEAL, GERBER & EISENBERG 

Response 4-1: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion regarding 

the SCAQMD‟s authority to adopt the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  As discussed in 

the following responses, the SCAQMD does not believe the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules are preempted.  With regard to the SCAQMD‟s authority to regulate fleet 

vehicles, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-

37, #1-49, and #1-89. 

Response 4-2: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that the 

PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is deficient, as explained in the following 

responses. 

Response 4-3: The commentator asserts that Proposed Rules 1191, 1192 and 1193 

are “clearly inconsistent” with Health & Safety Code §40447.5 ,but fails to state why.  

The SCAQMD has reviewed the relevant statutes and has not identified any 

inconsistencies.  The commentator further states that the proposed fleet vehicle rules 

are in violation of the express preemption provisions of the Clean Air Act, §§209 and 

177.  Since §177 expressly applies to states other than California, it is inapplicable 

here.  Section §209 does not purport to prohibit rules regulating fleet purchases, 

which are indeed required by other provisions of the Clean Air Act.  The proposed 

rules do not set emission standards but simply require certain fleets to purchase the 

cleaner of available vehicles.  Finally, §209(b) directs U.S. EPA to waive preemption 

for California except in specified circumstances.  The state legislature has delegated 

specified motor vehicle authority to SCAQMD.  Such authority is not covered by 

from the preemption of §209(a) and if it were covered, preemption can be overcome 

by a waiver from U.S. EPA.  For additional information, the commentator is referred 

to the “Statutory Authority” section of Chapter 2 in the PEA.  See also responses to 

comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-49, and #1-89. 

Response 4-4: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules are arbitrary.  The statute refers to “equivalently clean 

burning alternative fuel.”  This language focuses on fuels and not control technology.  

It does not require the SCAQMD to allow use of add-on control technology that may 

meet equivalent emission standards if the fuel involved is itself neither “alternative” 

nor “equivalently clean burning.” 

Response 4-5: The proposed fleet vehicle rules do not effectuate a “wholesale ban” 

on diesel, regardless of how clean the technology.  While bus providers subject to the 

SCAQMD‟s proposed urban transit bus fleet rule will not be able to use the “diesel 

path” provided in the CARB rule, this is not illegal.  The CARB rule does not require 

use of diesel, but it allows it.  CARB legal counsel specifically advised its Board 

when it was considering the CARB rule that the SCAQMD had authority to adopt a 

rule that would require selection of the alternative fuels path.  It is not a violation of 
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Health & Safety Code §40447.5 to focus the proposed fleet vehicle rules on fuels 

rather than technologies. 

Response 4-6 As noted in response to comment #4-5, the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules do not effectuate a “wholesale ban” on diesel, regardless of how clean the 

technology.  The commentator is referred to the response to comment #4-5. 

Response 4-7: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that 

Health and Safety Code §40919 does not relate to heavy-duty vehicles.  It uses the 

term “vehicles,” which includes all vehicles that are operated in fleets, including 

heavy-duty.  However, the SCAQMD is primarily relying on this section for PR 

1191, the light and medium duty rule and PR 1194, which regulates airport taxis, 

shuttles, etc., that are typically light- or medium-duty vehicles.  Health and Safety 

Code §40919 indirectly excludes diesel, because it requires “low-emission” vehicles.  

The Health & Safety Code, §39037.05, defines “low-emission motor vehicle” to 

exclude diesel vehicles. 

Response 4-8: The proposed fleet vehicle rules are not in conflict with federal or 

state law.  CARB counsel agrees that the SCAQMD has authority under state law to 

regulate fleets, including prohibiting the “diesel path” that the CARB rule allows.  

See also response to comment #4-5.  The commentator is also referred to response to 

comment #4-3 for discussion of federal preemption.  However, if a court were to hold 

the fleet rules preempted by the Clean Air Act, such preemption could be overcome 

by submitting the rules for approval by EPA pursuant to §209. 

Response 4-9: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that the 

proposed fleet vehicles are in conflict with state or federal law.  With regard to 

Health and Safety Code §40447.5, the commentator is referred to the responses to 

comments #4-4 and #4-5.  See also responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-

49, and #1-89.  With regard to the Clean Air Act, the commentator is referred to the 

response to comment #4-3. 

Response 4-10: As noted in response to comment #4-5, the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules do not effectuate a “wholesale ban” on diesel, regardless of how clean the 

technology.  The commentator is referred to the response to #4-5.  With regard to 

CARB‟s urban transit bus fleet rule, the commentator is referred to the responses to 

comments #4-5 and #4-8.  With regard to Clean Air Act §177, the commentator is 

referred to the response to comment $4-3. 

Response 4-11: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that the 

PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is invalid.  The validity of a CEQA 

document and its analysis of environmental impacts of a proposed project is 

independent of whether some other law prohibits the proposed project. 
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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 §15064(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 §21002).  The 

comment oversimplifies the CEQA process and an agency‟s ability to adopt a 

program even if there are significant environmental impacts provided a statement of 

overriding consideration is prepared.  The commentator is also referred to the 

response to comment #1-14. 

Response 4-21: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that the 

PEA eliminates consideration of a fuel neutral alternative on “insufficient grounds.”  

With regard to a fuel neutral alternative, the commentator is referred to the response 

to comment #1-16.  See also responses to comments #1-14 and #3-7. 

Response 4-22: As noted in response to comment #4-5, the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules do not effectuate a “wholesale ban” on diesel, regardless of how clean the 

technology.  Currently after-treatment control technology is available for particulate 

matter.  However, there are no known control technology at this time that will reduce 

nitrogen oxide emissions from diesel-fueled engines to the emission levels of 

alternative fuel engines.  See also responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34.  With 

regard to fuel neutrality, the commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-

16.  With regard to the availability of low sulfur fuel, the commentator is referred to 

the response to comment #3-24. 

Response 4-23: Until “clean diesel” can be demonstrated to be equivalent to 

methanol or equivalently clean-burning alternative fuels, the proposed fleet rules is 

crafted in a manner consistent with state law and the definitions of equivalently clean 

burning “alternative fuels.”  With regard to whether or not clean diesel technologies 

meet the definition of methanol equivalency, the commentator is referred to the 

responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34. 

Response 4-24: The commentator has misinterpreted the text cited on page 5-3.  

Alternative 7 was rejected for the following reasons.  Because fuel cells are not 

expected to be commercially available in the near-term, heavy-duty vehicle fleet 

operators or owners would continue using conventional heavy-duty vehicles in the 

interim.  This alternative was rejected not because of the fuel cell unavailability, but 

because of the continued use of conventional heavy-duty diesel vehicles during the 

interim period.  It is the continued use of heavy-duty diesel vehicles that is 

inconsistent with the objectives of the proposed project, as is clearly stated on page 

5-3, not use of fuel cells.  Further, the definition of alternative fuel heavy-duty 
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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 §15123.  The detailed 

and comprehensive analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts can be found 

in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  See also Appendices E, F, and the Attachment to Appendix 

F.  The assumptions underlying the analyses were not “unrealistic” but rather 

designed to provide an overestimation of the likely adverse environmental impacts to 

assure all impacts were accounted for. 

The environmental analysis for the proposed fleet vehicle rules contained in the Draft 

PEA overestimates potential adverse environmental impacts for the following 

reasons.  The estimate of the affected vehicle universe includes a 20 percent scale up 

factor in the event that the initial fleet vehicle surveys underestimated affected public 

fleets.  Further, the analysis does not take into account the fact that a large number of 
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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 §15126.2 requires a CEQA analysis to focus on significant effects on the 

environment.  CEQA Guidelines §15382 defines significant effects on the 

environment, in part, as an, “adverse [emphasis added] change in any of the physical 

conditions within the area affected by the project…”  As a result, there is no 

requirement that the benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules be discussed through 

photochemical modeling. 

For additional information CO, the commentator is referred to the response to 

comment #1-113. 

Response 4-:31 Although the proposed fleet vehicle rules are expected to result in 

reductions in criteria pollutants, primarily PM10 and NOx, they are also being 

promulgated to reduce toxic air contaminants.  As noted in Chapter 2 of the PEA, the 

MATES II study concluded that 71 percent of the cancer risk in the district is 

attributable to diesel particulates.  It is expected that the primary toxic benefits from 

implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules will result from the use of natural gas 

powered heavy-duty vehicles instead of diesel powered vehicles.  While the 

commentator may believe the benefits of the rules are small, they are an important 

start.  The SCAQMD does not have authority to require mobile source retrofit 

programs, or to regulate mobile sources not in fleets.  Thus, it would not be a 

meaningful comparison to retrofit programs.  The PEA considers range of reasonable 

alternatives, which is all that CEQA requires.  See also response to comment #1-14. 

In addition to the above, photochemical modeling is not essential for CEQA 

purposes, given that the fleet rule proposals affect fleet vehicles that operate 

significantly in the district, it is more appropriate to compare emissions benefits from 

the proposed fleet rules with the emissions from the fleet vehicle population 

operating substantially in the district.  As such, public fleets represent about 25 

percent of the total fleet population in the district.  The fleet population does not 

include transportation sources that travel in and out of the district or owned or 

operated by entities located outside of the district.  The SCAQMD is prohibited from 

regulating fleets that do not operate substantially in the district.  The SCAQMD also 

does not have authority to require retrofits.  Moreover, particulate traps produce no 

NOx emission reduction benefits and uncertain toxic air contaminant emission 

reduction benefits.  See also responses to comments #1-16 and #1-34. 

Response 4-32: The district has the worst air quality in the nation and substantial 

further NOx emission reductions are necessary if the SCAQMD is to attain both the 

federal and state ambient air quality standards for ozone and PM10 (NOx is a 

precursor to both of the criteria pollutants).  The SCAQMD has already substantially 

regulated stationary sources, particularly large emission sources, by applying 

stringent emission reduction or control requirements to these sources.  As a result, to 
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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 §15126.2 requires a CEQA analysis to focus on significant effects on the 

environment.  CEQA Guidelines §15382 defines significant effects on the 

environment, in part, as an, “adverse [emphasis added] change in any of the physical 

conditions within the area affected by the project…”  As a result, there is no 

requirement that the benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules be discussed through 

photochemical modeling. 

As indicated in Chapter 4 and Appendices E and F, the proposed fleet vehicle rules 

are also expected to generate substantial PM10 emission reductions.  While concerns 

have been raised on the weekday/weekend ozone effects in the Basin and research is 

underway to understand this phenomena, NOx emission reductions would also 

provide benefits to the particulate matter air quality problem in the Basin.  The Basin 

must attain the federal PM10 air quality standards by 2006 and the federal ozone air 

quality standard by 2010.  Moreover, NOx reductions are consistent and necessary 

for continued progress toward attaining and maintaining the state and federal ozone 

standards.  The 1997 AQMP for the South Coast Air Basin demonstrates that overall 

ozone air quality will continue to improve as NOx emissions are reduced to meet the 

federal PM air quality standards. 

Response 4-34: In this comment, the commentator is confusing the proposed project, 

or what he refers to as the baseline case, with the No Project Alternative, i.e., a “no-

control” case.  To avoid this confusion, the following responses will continue to refer 

to the proposed project or proposed fleet vehicle rules instead of using the 

commentator‟s term, “baseline case.”   The commentator is referred to Chapter 5 in 

the PEA for a description and analysis of the No Project Alternative (“no-control”).  

With regard to the range of alternatives included in a CEQA document the 

commentator is referred to the response to comment #1-14.  The PEA includes 

sufficient information to compare the various alternatives, including the No Project 

Alternative. 
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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 §15382 defines significant adverse effect on the environment, in part, as, 

“‟Significant effect on the environment‟ means a substantial, or potentially 

substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected 

by the project.  The emission reduction benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules 

have been included in the PEA to demonstrate to the public that although the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules may generate adverse environmental impacts, the 

benefits of these impacts outweigh potential adverse impacts.  As noted in response 

to comment #4-32, the emission reduction calculation methodology has been refined 

based on public input, and anticipated NOx emission reductions are nearly three 

times the original estimate. 

The applicable NOx emission standard for alternative-fuel heavy duty engines is 2.5 

g/bhp-hr NOx, not 2.5 g/bhp-hr NOx + NMHC, in accordance with optional emission 

standards adopted by CARB for this time period. 

Response 4-40: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion regarding 

the maximum PM benefit.  This benefit is based on CARB input at the time the Draft 

PEA was prepared, indicating that in-use PM emission rates of natural gas heavy-

duty engines are up to 22 times lower than what would have been expected from 

emissions data generated from the engine-based certification test procedure.  

Subsequent to Draft PEA preparation, CARB staff has provided specific in-use PM 

emission rates which will be used to refine the PM emission benefit calculation and, 

therefore, a range of PM benefits (minimum to maximum) will not be needed. 

Response 4-41: The commentator is implying here that if one compares the emission 

reductions from the proposed fleet vehicle rules against the total emission inventories 

in the district, the emission reduction effects would be minor.  This, however, would 

be true for any new rule or rule amendment promulgated by the SCAQMD.  The 

measure of the benefits of SCAQMD rules is not how they compare against the total 

emission inventories, but whether they contribute to the SCAQMD‟s efforts to attain 

and maintain relevant state and federal ambient air quality standards or reduce 

population exposures to nonattainment or toxic air contaminant concentrations.  

Based on the emission reductions anticipated for the proposed fleet vehicle rules, 

they will achieve both of these measures.  With regard to the air quality benefits from 

the proposed fleet vehicle rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to 

comments #4-31, #4-32, 4-39, and 4-40. 
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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. 
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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 (§21091(a)) cited by the commentator 

simply states, “The public review period for a draft environmental impact report shall 

not be less than 30 days.  If the draft environmental impact report is submitted to the 

State Clearinghouse for review, the review period shall be at least 45 days.  (Note: 

pursuant to its certified regulatory program (PRC 21080.5) the SCAQMD is not 

required to send its CEQA documents to the state clearinghouse for review.)  The 

Draft PEA and all of the supporting material on which it relied, was made available 

to the public on March 10, 2000, for a public review period of more than 45 days.  

Further, the entire text of the Draft PEA and the spreadsheets on which the analyses 

in the PEA are based and contained in the appendices to the PEA were available on 

the SCAQMD‟s website.  The newspaper notice for the proposed fleet vehicle rules, 

prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §21092(b)(3)(A), and the notices sent 

interested parties indicated that the CEQA document was available on the 

SCAQMD‟s website.  Consequently, the spreadsheets on which the CEQA analysis 

relies was available to the public for 45 days. 

Response 4-56: The SCAQMD acknowledges that the commentator has used 

spreadsheets provided by the SCAQMD to more accurately assess the emission 

benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules and Alternative B. 

Response 4-57: SCAQMD staff acknowledges that the commentator has developed 

an emission benefit scenario, but insufficient detailed information is provided to 

follow the methodology used by the commentator to develop the net benefits of the 

proposed fleet rule for the 2000 to 2010 timeframe.  Further, the analysis of air 

quality impacts in the PEA already concluded that significant adverse air quality 
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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 NOx research targets.  The 

commentator is referred to Response to Comment #4-35. 

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

Response 4-63: The analysis prepared by the commentator does not undermine the 

analysis of potential environmental impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  

The commentator „s analysis is largely irrelevant as indicated in response to comment 

#4-61. 

Response 4-64: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s that there is a 

“fundamental problem” with regard to identifying emission benefits from the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Although Appendix E-1 (formerly Appendix E in the 

Draft PEA) presents direct emission reduction benefits from the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules without consideration of adverse air quality impacts) in tons per year, 

the net air quality effects of the proposed fleet vehicle rules (taking into consideration 

adverse air quality impacts) presented in Appendix F is provided in pounds per day. 

Response 4-65: The commentator may believe that the benefits of the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules are small, but they an important step in controlling toxic air contaminant 

and criteria pollutant emissions from motor vehicles.  With regard to the effects of 
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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 §21092.1 requires recirculation of a CEQA document 

when “significant new information is added to an environmental impact report…”  

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15088.5 significant new information” requiring 

recirculation include, for example, a disclosure showing that: 

(1) A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from 

a new mitigation measure proposed to be implemented. 

(2) A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result 

unless mitigation measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of 

insignificance. 

(3) A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different 

from others previously analyzed would clearly lessen the environmental 

impacts of the project, but the project‟s proponents decline to adopt it. 

(4) The draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory 

in nature that meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 

(Mountain Lion Coalition v. Fish and Game Com. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 

1043) 

Based upon the above criteria, refining the benefits analysis methodology in response 

to public input to make it more consistent with the Carl Moyer program methodology 

does not trigger any criteria requiring recirculation of the PEA for the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules.  Refining the benefits analysis methodology results in greater emission 

reduction benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  Further, and as noted in 

response to comment #4-30, an analysis of the benefits of a project is not strictly 

required as part of an analysis of the significant effects of the proposed project. 

Response 4-68: The emission analysis for the proposed fleet vehicle rules and the 

project alternatives in Chapter 5 of the PEA include CARB and heavy-duty engine 
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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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COMMENT LETTER 5: M. CUBED 

Response 5-1: The SCAQMD is aware of the procedural and substantive 

requirements of CEQA.  As a result, the SCAQMD prepared a program 

environmental assessment (PEA) for the proposed fleet vehicle rules pursuant to 

CEQA Guidelines §15168.  The PEA complies with all relevant CEQA requirements 

and fulfills the letter and intent of serving as an informational document that “will 

inform public agency decision-makers and the public generally of the significant 

environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways to minimize the significant 

effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project”  (CEQA Guidelines 

§15121(a)). 

Response 5-2: The commentator states that the PEA fails to describe with sufficient 

specificity specific rule language for each of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The 

project descriptions in Chapter 2 of the PEA provide a description for each proposed 

fleet vehicle rule that is sufficient in detail to allow meaningful analysis of potential 

adverse environmental impacts.  In addition to draft rule language being available for 

PR 1191, 1192, and 1193 at the time the Draft PEA was released for public review, 

draft rule language is currently available for PR 1186.1 and 1194.  No additional 

adverse environmental impacts have been identified. 

Response 5-3: Because the proposed rules constitute a regulatory program, a 

program CEQA document (CEQA Guidelines §15168) is the appropriate CEQA 

document.  For additional information on the PEA for the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules, the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-1 and #1-2.  See 

also response to comment #1-7. Responses to comments on the component of the 

individual fleet vehicle rules will be prepared and included in the Staff Reports for 

the individual rules.  With regard to rule-specific analyses, the commentator is 

referred to the responses to comments #1-20 and #1-31.  Appendix H provides 

responses to all comments received on the Draft PEA.   

It is unclear what the commentator means in point #3 that the SCAQMD “provide a 

comprehensive assessment of the cumulative impacts of the proposed rules within the 

context of other emerging regulations.”  If the commentator is referring to CARB‟s 

urban bus fleet rule and recently proposed U.S. EPA standards for heavy duty 

vehicles, these have been accounted for in Alternative B.  The intent of Alternative B 

is to determine emission benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, while taking into 

account control programs that were proposed by CARB and U.S. EPA during 

preparation of the analysis, that could have an effect on emissions from fleets 

affected by the proposed fleet rules.  This specifically includes CARB‟s urban bus 

fleet rule and CARB/U.S. EPA research targets for more stringent NOx and PM 

emission standards for 2007 and subsequent model years for all heavy-duty engine.  

Subsequent to the preparation of emission benefit analysis as contained in the Draft 

PEA, for the proposed fleet rules, CARB adopted its urban bus fleet rule, which has 
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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 vehicle rules will cause significant transportation/circulation impacts. 

Furthermore, as discussed in response to comment #1-50, the SCAQMD does not 

agree that fleet operators will increase their fleet sizes.  For additional information, 

the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-72 and #3-40. 

Response 5-21: The SCAQMD concurs that the assumption that all heavy-duty 

vehicles will drive an additional five miles per refueling trip is conservative since 

many fleet operators are anticipated to install alternative fuel refueling facilities at 

their existing refueling sites.  For additional information, the commentator is referred 

to the response to comment #1-106.  

The SCAQMD contacted a number of agencies or businesses regarding their 

experiences with AFVs.  These include specific Southern California entities such as: 

Waste Management Industries with 30 CNG heavy duty trash trucks and 70 diesels; 

the City of Santa Monica with 200 CNG and LPG vehicles of which 32 are heavy 

duty trash vehicles; GTE with several hundred CNG vehicles; the City of Cypress 

that has operated an assortment of LPG vehicles for 20 years; and, the City of Oxnard 

with 35 transit buses.  These entities typically have central maintenance and refueling 

facilities so that vehicles do not travel additional miles per refueling trip. 

Response 5-22: As indicated in response to comment the SCAQMD does not agree 

that a significant number of additional trips will necessarily be required.  The 



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules 

 H - 5 - 18 June 2000 

commentator is referred to the response to comment #5-20.  Further, as noted in 

comment #5-20, the analysis of potential additional trips concluded that there would 

not be a significant number of new trips per facility.  Based on this conclusion, any 

additional wear on existing roadways would be undetectable compared to the wear 

from existing traffic levels.  See also response to comment #4-18. 

Response 5-23: The commentator incorrectly asserts that the analysis of 

environmental impacts from implementing the proposed fleet vehicle rules does not 

consider potential indirect effects of longer transit bus turnover rates.  The 

commentator is referred to the “Indirect Air Quality Effects” section in Chapter 4 of 

the PEA, which specifically includes analyses of economic impacts generating 

secondary or indirect air quality impacts.  In particular the commentator is referred to 

the subsection entitled “Longer Fleet Turnover Rate.” 

Response 5-24: The analysis of emission benefits from PR 1195 assumed that 

affected school bus fleets would comply with the requirement to replace diesel school 

buses with alternative clean fuel school buses.  It is speculative for the commentator 

to assume that no diesel school buses would be replaced by an alternative fuel school 

bus.  Assuming, however, that no school buses were replaced by alternative fuel 

buses, this would reduce the potential benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  It 

should be noted that CEQA Guidelines §15126.2 requires a CEQA analysis to focus 

on significant effects on the environment.  CEQA Guidelines §15382 defines 

significant effects on the environment, in part, as an, “adverse [emphasis added] 

change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project…”  

As a result, there is no requirement that the benefits of the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules be discussed at all. 

In addition to the above, if the analysis in the PEA assumed that all replacement and 

new school buses continued to consist of diesel school buses, potential adverse 

environmental impacts would be reduced because fewer alternative fuel refueling 

stations would be required.  Assuming all new and replacement school buses would 

be replaced by alternative fuel buses provides a conservative “worst-case” analysis 

that maximizes impacts.  Thus, the SCAQMD has disclosed to the public the 

maximum potential adverse impacts resulting from the proposed fleet vehicle rules. 

Response 5-25: The commentator incorrectly asserts that the cited sentences from 

the PEA are inconsistent.  The amount of power generated inside the district and 

imported from outside the district is based on a number of factors including lower 

cost power produced outside the district; operating conditions of the equipment (i.e., 

continuous operation or peak operation only); type of equipment, e.g., boilers, gas 

turbines, etc.  Since the large majority of electricity used in the district is imported, it 

is expected that this situation will continue in spite of any increase in electricity 

demand that may be caused by the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  This is the intent of 

the cited text. 
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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 El Dorado 

problem requires the code to be revised.  California buses will have to conform to 

whatever version of NFPA 52 is in force when they are manufactured.  Older fleet 

vehicles may be subject to recalls if problems are discovered. 

Response 5-27: There is no evidence that CNG buses pose any greater risk of fire or 

explosion than diesel buses. The commentator is referred to the response to comment 

#1-120 above for additional information concerning accident safety. The California 

Hazardous Material Incident Reporting System (CHMIRS) is currently (5/22/00) 

under construction and it was not possible to access it to determine if any of the 

hazardous releases cited in Table 3-25 of the PEA involved diesel, gasoline, CNG, 

LNG or other alternate fuels. 

Response 5-28: With regard to fire hazards associated with alternative clean fuels 

and contacting local fire officials, the commentator is referred to the response to 

comment #1-8, which discusses the LAFD‟s ability to respond to alternate fuel 

incidents. With regard to emergency vehicles being stranded for lack of CNG fuel, 

emergency vehicles are specifically exempt from the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  

This has not been an issue in the Coachella Valley, as they have dedicated CNG 

refueling vehicles on standby for emergencies. 

Response 5-29: With regard to siting AFV refueling stations the commentator is 

referred to the responses to comments #1-10, #1-29, and #1-31.  With regard to 
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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 II specifications required major refinery 

modifications, these projects were determined to provide a more representative 

“worst-case” analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from anticipated 

refinery modifications necessary to produce low sulfur fuel.  See also responses to 

comments #2-4 and #3-21. 

Response 5-31: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s assertion that the 

future availability of natural gas has been ignored.  Table 4-27 of the PEA, shows 

that the projected demand for the proposed fleet vehicle rules is estimated to be 2.75 

percent of the total natural gas consumption within the SCAQMD jurisdiction.  This 

implies that the natural gas usage as a result of the proposed fleet vehicle rules are 

insignificant in relation to the demand of the region.  Other developments mentioned 

by the commentator that rely on natural gas in the region are part of the natural gas 

demand baseline  The effects of future developments such as other alternative fuel 

regulations and electric industry restructuring, are considered speculative at this time 

and, therefore, are not considered by the SCAQMD. 

The commentator further raises a concern regarding the quality of the natural gas 

supply due to increased future demand.  The overall natural gas demand in the region 

is expected to increase from 0.72 trillion cubic feet (TCF) in CY 2000 to 0.78 TCF in 

CY 2010 (see Table 4-27 of the PEA).  The SCAQMD does not anticipate that this 

increase in usage which translates to about 0.8 percent per year will significantly 

affect the quality of the natural gas supply. 

Response 5-32: Currently, refiners obtain the majority of their crude feedstock from 

U.S. sources, including Alaskan North Slope (ANS) and California. Statewide, 

refiners rely on Alaska for 45 percent of their petroleum supply and California for 

about 50 percent. Foreign sources provide the balance.  The specific level of crude 

imports from foreign countries depends on the specific transportation options and 

refinery capabilities available to a specific refiner.  The demand for diesel fuel is 

likely to be reduced relative to baseline levels as a result of the full implementation 

of the proposed fleet vehicle rules, thereby reducing the marginal demand for 

imported crude.  At the same time, diesel supply is heavily affected by choices that 

refiners make with respect to gasoline and aviation fuel demand, as well as baseline 
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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 



Final PEA for the Proposed Fleet Vehicle Rules 

 H - 5 - 22 June 2000 

hazards because, on average, only three CNG refueling stations would be under 

construction per day in widely dispersed areas of the district. 

Response 5-35: With regard to costs associated with the proposed fleet vehicle rules, 

the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-4, #1-6, #1-18, and #3-

11. 

Response 5-36: The commentator incorrectly asserts that the analysis of 

environmental impacts does not consider penetration of alternative clean fuel heavy 

duty vehicles from CARB‟s urban transit bus rule or proposed standards for other 

heavy-duty vehicles.  With regard to the methodology for calculating emission 

benefits, taking into consideration of CARB‟s urban transit bus rule and U.S. EPA‟s 

recently propose heavy-duty vehicle standard, the commentator is referred to the 

responses to comments #1-47, #1-67, and #1-68, # 4-35, and #4-37.  See also 

response to comment #4-32. 

Response 5-37: With regard to the methodology for calculating emission benefits, 

taking into consideration of CARB‟s urban transit bus rule and U.S. EPA‟s recently 

proposed heavy-duty vehicle standard, the commentator is referred to the responses 

to comments #1-47, #1-67, and #1-68, # 4-35, and #4-37.  See also response to 

comment #4-32. 

Response 5-38: The proposed fleet rules would reduce emissions from on-road 

mobile sources that travel primarily in residential and commercial areas such as 

transit buses, school buses, trash collection vehicles, street sweepers, and vehicles 

that are in government fleets used primarily in residential areas.  Thus, in these areas 

it is expected that localized exposure to potential toxic air contaminants would be 

lowered. 

Response 5-39: The commentator‟s assertion that new alternative fuel fueling 

locations are “likely to be disproportionately located in areas with substantial 

industrial and commercial development, near low-income or minority communities” 

is unfounded.  With regard to siting AFV refueling stations, the commentator is 

referred to the responses to comments#1-10, #1-29, #1-31.  As noted in these 

responses, AFV refueling stations are expected to be built at existing public agency 

maintenance and refueling facilities with a concurrent reduction in diesel fuel 

dispensing.  As a result, the overall characteristics of existing maintenance and 

refueling facilities are not expected to change.  As a result, the commentator‟s 

speculation that the proposed fleet vehicle rules will somehow generate 

disproportionate impacts to low income or minority communities is unsupported by 

any data, evidence, or other information and is inconsistent with the data and 

analyses presented in the PEA and these responses to comments. 
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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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COMMENT LETTER 6: WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM 

ASSOCIATION 

Response 6-0a: The proposed fleet vehicle rules will not “prohibit” the use of diesel, 

regardless of how clean the technology.  While bus providers subject to the 

SCAQMD‟s proposed urban transit bus fleet rule will not be able to use the “diesel 

path” provided in the CARB rule, this is not illegal.  The CARB rule does not require 

use of diesel.  CARB legal counsel specifically advised its Board when it was 

considering the CARB rule that the SCAQMD had authority to adopt a rule that 

would require selection of the alternative fuels path.  It is not a violation of Health & 

Safety Code §40447.5 to focus the proposed fleet vehicle rules on fuels rather than 

technologies.  This approach is not arbitrary, but serves to encourage development of 

the cleanest fuels. 

Response 6-0b: The SCAQMD believes that diesel does not qualify as an 

“equivalently clean burning alternative fuel,” as defined in H&SC §40447.5.  

However, the SCAQMD has authority to allow alternative equivalent methods of 

compliance.  The SCAQMD is required to allow such alternative methods of 

compliance and may choose not to do so where the use of clean fuels is well 

established and practical, as in transit areas.  With regard to the SCAQMD‟s 

authority to regulate fleet vehicles, the commentator is referred to the responses to 

comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-49, #1-89 and #4-3.   

Response 6-0c: The proposed fleet vehicle rules will not “prohibit” the use of diesel, 

regardless of how clean the technology.  See response to comment #6-1.  The 

SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s opinion that emissions benefits from the 

proposed fleet vehicle rules is “undefined.”  The Draft PEA for the proposed fleet 

vehicle rules includes a comprehensive analysis of the emission reduction benefits of 

the proposed fleet vehicle rules in Chapter 4 and Appendices E and F.  The 

commentator is referred to these sections. 

Response 6-0d: The proposed amendments to Rule 431.2 are expected to prohibit a 

person from burning, purchasing, selling, or offering for sale diesel fuel that is not 

low sulfur fuel.  The PEA has included an analysis of the environmental impacts 

from producing low sulfur fuel in Chapter 4 of the PEA.  See also responses to 

comments #2-4 and #3-21. 

Response 6-0e: The SCAQMD will continue to work with other regulatory and 

legislative authorities and with private entities also, to develop additional programs to 

reduce toxic and criteria pollutant emissions. 

Response 6-0f: With regard to the SCAQMD‟s authority to regulate fleet vehicles, 

the commentator is referred to the responses to comments #1-16, #1-34, #1-37, #1-
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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 II report.  The GRI study simply provides additional 

evidence of cancer risks in the district and the need for reducing toxic air 

contaminants.   

Response 6-2: The toxic analysis uses the toxic air contaminant listing of diesel and 

other toxic compounds found in exhaust emissions of natural gas vehicles.  The 

analysis is consistent with the current listing in that for diesel emissions, particulate 

matter emissions are used as a surrogate for all known toxic compounds emitted at 

the tailpipe.  For natural gas vehicles, each individual toxic compound emitted is 

analyzed. 

Response 6-3: The SCAQMD disagrees with the commentator‟s assertion that the 

comparison of methanol versus diesel and gasoline is misleading.  The commentator 

further states that the toxicity of minor constituents (the SCAQMD assumes the 

commentator refers here to minor constituents in gasoline and diesel fuel) is 

irrelevant, which is incorrect.  Gasoline and diesel fuel contain for example aromatic 

compounds, such as benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and xylene isomers in gasoline 

and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons in diesel, that are either suspected or known 

carcinogens.  Moreover, over the past decades many releases have been discovered 

from underground storage tanks (USTs) storing petroleum fuels that threaten usable 

groundwater supplies, prompting stringent regulatory requirements for USTs and 

extensive soil and groundwater cleanup efforts. 

As far as oral toxicity is concerned, Table 4-29 of the PEA summarizes the hazards 

of methanol and gasoline.  One of the criteria considered is toxicity as it relates to 
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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 §15146).  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of 

projects cannot be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document 

for projects, such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning 

ordinance or a local general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be 

expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as 

detailed as the analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a 

result, the Draft PEA analyzes impacts of a regulatory program with a degree of 

specificity commensurate with the degree of specificity of the entire proposed fleet 

vehicle program. 
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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 §15145.  It is 

understood that individual refueling sites, when ultimately procured, may need to 

undergo a site-specific CEQA evaluation by the appropriate CEQA lead agency, 

typically the agency with general land use authority, such as cities or counties.  

CEQA Guidelines §15168(c)(1) recognizes this possibility by stating, “If a later 

activity would have effects that were not examined in the program EIR, a new initial 

study would need to be prepared leading to either an EIR or a negative declaration.”  

This means the necessity to prepare CEQA documents for site-specific projects 

subsequent to preparation of a program CEQA document does not make the program 

CEQA document inadequate or deficient in any way. 

Response 6-12: Although the SCAQMD has been encouraged by fleet vehicle 

working group participants that clean diesel technologies, primarily after-treatment 

technologies, may be available sooner than suggested in the PEA, there have been no 

data, evidence, or other information provided to the SCAQMD to substantiate claims 

that these technologies will actually be available sooner.  As a result, it would be 

mere speculation at this point to assume they would be available sooner that stated in 

the PEA. 

Response 6-13: Since the commentator does not state in what ways he has trouble 

interpreting Table 4-27, it is difficult to provide additional explanation in the text. 

Response 6-14: This commentator does not specify in this comment in what ways 

Chapter 5 in the PEA is “disappointing.”  The alternatives analysis in the PEA 

complies with all relevant CEQA requirements.  See also response to comment #1-

14. 

Response 6-15: At the time the Draft PEA, CARB‟s urban transit bus fleet had not 

been adopted.  The emission reduction benefits of CARB‟s rule, based on what was 

available at the time were accounted for in Alternative B.  Now that CARB‟s rule has 

been adopted, its emission reduction benefits have been removed from Alternative B 

and incorporated into the emission benefits estimates for the proposed fleet vehicle 

rules.  Further, Alternative B has been modified by eliminating the heavy-duty 

vehicle standards currently under consideration by CARB and incorporating the 

heavy-duty vehicle standards proposed on May 17, 2000.  The U.S. EPA heavy-duty 

standards are very similar to the standards under consideration. 
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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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COMMENT LETTER 7: INLAND EMPIRE DISPOSAL 

ASSOCIATION 

Response 7-1: In addition to establishing a general fleet vehicles working group, 

the SCAQMD has established a refuse haulers working group specifically to address 

issues and reach consensus to the extent possible on the requirements contained in 

PR 1193. 

Response 7-2: The SCAQMD and refuse haulers have met and continue to meet 

regarding the issues cited by the commentator.  In addition, since the release of the 

PEA for public review and comment, the SCAQMD has also released an Economic 

Assessment for the proposed fleet vehicle rules.  The commentator is encouraged to 

review this report. 

Response 7-3: PR 1193 covers transfer vehicles, rolloffs, and refuse haulers.  The 

commentator is referred to Table 4-4 in Chapter 4 of the PEA for information 

regarding the number of refuse vehicles affected by PR 1193. 

Response 7-4: There are several definitions of medium-duty vehicles.  However, 

PR 1193 covers vehicles with gross weight of 14,000 pounds and greater. 

Response 7-5: Based on more recent discussions in the PR 1193 meetings, it was 

stated that fleet operators would prefer to see a list of compliant engines and be able 

to select a compliant engine in their procurement.  This would be the most efficient 

business manner for the operator.  Staff is providing that list under the latest versions 

of PR 1193. 

Response 7-6: As noted in comment #7-1, the SCAQMD has already established a 

refuse haulers working group.  Staff is available to meet with the commentator at his 

convenience. 
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COMMENT LETTER 8: ALLEN J. BRADLEY 

Response 8-1: The analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts identified 

construction air quality impacts from the proposed fleet vehicle rules as significant. 

The analysis in the PEA concluded that modifications to refineries that would enable 

them to produce low sulfur diesel would result in significant adverse construction air 

quality impacts in 2001 and 2002.  This means that emissions from activities such as 

grading, installation of equipment, etc., exceeded mass daily significance thresholds 

established by the SCAQMD to determine air quality impacts from a project. 

Response 8-2: Although Valley Fever is a serious disease, it is not found at Basin 

refineries.  It is more typically found in the Central Valley of California.  As noted in 

the PEA, construction is expected to occur at existing facilities, either existing 

refineries or existing public agency maintenance and refueling facilities. 

Response 8-3: These statements do not refer to the environmental analysis 

contained in the PEA.  No further response is necessary. 

Response 8-4: These statements do not refer to the environmental analysis 

contained in the PEA.  No further response is necessary. 
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