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PREFACE

This document constitutes the Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for Proposed Amended Rule 2202 – On-Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options.  No comments were received during the 45-day public review period for the Draft EA.  
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Introduction

Legislative Authority

California Environmental Quality Act

CEQA Documentation for Proposed Amended Rule 2202

Intended Uses of this Document

Executive Summary

introduction

Proposed Amended Rule (PAR) 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the average vehicle ridership (AVR) survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guideline documents (Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines and Implementation Guidelines).

Pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), this document includes analysis of the potential adverse environmental impacts of implementing PAR 2202.  Based upon the preliminary evaluation in the Initial Study and the comprehensive analysis in the Draft Environmental Assessment (EA), it has been determined that the proposed amendments may result in loss of anticipated future trip reductions and associated emission reductions.  Thus, if amended as proposed, Rule 2202 may achieve less future emission reductions than previously anticipated.  The quantity of volatile organic compound (VOC), oxides of nitrogen (NOx), and carbon monoxide (CO) emission reductions potentially foregone exceeds the South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD) daily CEQA significance threshold for these criteria pollutants.  Neither the Initial Study nor Draft EA identified any other significant adverse environmental effect that may result from implementation of the proposed amended rule.  

To minimize the potential effect on AVR, the proposed amendments would require those employers electing to exclude applicable law enforcement employees from the AVR survey and calculations to offer core ridesharing incentives.  Requiring an employer to provide specific rideshare incentives is not part of the existing rule.  

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards (AAQS) for all areas within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 1997 AQMP as amended in 1999 concluded that major reductions in emissions of VOCs and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessary to attain the air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM10).

In response to state legislation that prohibited air districts from requiring vehicle trip reductions by employers, the SCAQMD rescinded Rule 1501 – Work Trip Reduction Plans and adopted Rule 2202.  The adoption of Rule 2202 was intended to preserve the Rule 1501 emission reductions that are necessary to attain and maintain AAQS.
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

PAR 2202 is a “project” as defined by CEQA (Cal. Public Resources Code §21065).  SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed project and has prepared appropriate environmental analysis pursuant to its certified regulatory program (SCAQMD Rule 110).  California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with regulatory programs to prepare a plan or other written document in lieu of an environmental impact report once the Secretary of the Resources Agency has certified the regulatory program.  The SCAQMD’s regulatory program was certified by the Secretary of the Resources Agency on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.

CEQA requires that the potential environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be identified.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this EA to address the potential environmental impacts associated with the PAR 2202.  The EA is intended to: (a) provide the lead agency, responsible agencies, decision makers and the general public with detailed information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) to be used as a tool by decision makers to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.  

As required by the state CEQA Guidelines, a Notice of Preparation of a Draft EA for PAR 2202, including the Initial Study, was prepared and distributed to responsible agencies and interested parties for a 30-day review and comment period from August 24, 2001 to September 24, 2001.  The Initial Study included a preliminary analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts that may result from implementing the proposed project.  The Initial Study indicated that implementing PAR 2202 may generate a significant adverse air quality impact.  No comment letters regarding the environmental analysis were received during the public comment period on the Initial Study.  

The Draft EA was released for a 45-day public review period from October 3- through December 13, 2001.  No All comments were received during the public comment period on the analysis presented in the this Draft EA. will be responded to and included in the Final EA.  Prior to making a decision on the proposed amendments, the SCAQMD Governing Board must review and certify the EA as providing adequate information on the potential adverse environmental impacts of the amended rule.  

ceqa documentation for rule 2202

This EA is a comprehensive environmental document that analyzes the environmental impacts from the currently proposed amendments to Rule 2202.  SCAQMD rules, as ongoing regulatory programs, have the potential to be revised over time due to a variety of factors (e.g., regulatory decisions by other agencies, new data, lack of progress in advancing the effectiveness of control technologies to comply with requirements in technology forcing rules, etc.).  The other documents that comprises the CEQA record for the currently proposed amendments to Rule 2202 includes the Draft Environmental Assessment - Proposed Amended Rule 2202 (October 2001), and the Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Assessment/Initial Study for the Proposed Amendments to Rule 2202 (August 24, 2001).  , as described above and included in Appendix B.  These documents can be obtained by calling the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039.
Additionally, several environmental analyses have previously been prepared to analyze Rule 2202 and its past amendments
.  The current EA focuses on the currently proposed amendments to Rule 2202 and does not rely on these previously prepared EAs.  Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines §15130, potential cumulative impacts from these earlier projects are considered if the incremental effect is cumulatively considerable.  Previously prepared EAs can still be obtained by contacting the SCAQMD's Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039 or the following e-mail address: ceqa_admin@aqmd.gov.

Intended Uses of this document

In general, a CEQA document is an informational document that informs a public agency’s decision-makers and the public generally of potentially significant environmental effects of a project, identifies possible ways to avoid or minimize the significant effects, and describes reasonable alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines §15121).  A public agency’s decision-makers must consider the information in a CEQA document prior to making a decision on the project.  Accordingly, this EA is intended to: (a) provide the SCAQMD Governing Board and the public with information on the environmental effects of the proposed project; and, (b) be used as a tool by the SCAQMD Governing Board to facilitate decision making on the proposed project.

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines §15124(d)(1) requires a public agency to identify the following specific types of intended uses of a CEQA document:

1. A list of the agencies that are expected to use the EA in their decision-making;

2. A list of permits and other approvals required to implement the project; and 

3. A list of related environmental review and consultation requirements required by federal, state, or local laws, regulations, or policies.

To the extent that local public agencies, such as cities, county planning commissions, etc., are responsible for making land use and planning or policy decisions related to projects that must comply with the PAR 2202, they could possibly rely on this EA during their decision-making process.  Similarly, other single purpose public agencies approving projects at facilities complying with PAR 2202 may rely on this EA. 

executive summary

CEQA Guidelines §15123 requires a CEQA document to include a brief summary of the proposed actions and their consequences.  In addition, areas of controversy including issues raised by the public must also be included in the executive summary.  This EA consists of the following chapters: Chapter 1 – Executive Summary; Chapter 2 – Project Description; Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, Chapter 4 – Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures; Chapter 5 – Project Alternatives; and various appendices.  The following subsections briefly summarize the contents of each chapter.

 Summary of Chapter 1 – Executive Summary

Chapter 1 includes a discussion of the legislative authority that allows the SCAQMD to amend and adopt air pollution control rules, identifies general CEQA requirements and the intended uses of this CEQA document, and summarizes the remaining four chapters that comprise this EA.

  Summary of Chapter 2 - Project Description

The following briefly summarizes PAR 2202.  A copy of the proposed amended rule is included in Appendix A of this document.  

PAR 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule, the Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines, and the Implementation Guidelines.

  Summary of Chapter 3 - Existing Setting

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines §15125, Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, includes descriptions of those environmental areas that could be adversely affected by PAR 2202 as identified in the Initial Study (Appendix A).  The following subsection briefly highlights the existing setting for air quality, which was the only environmental area identified that could potentially be adversely affected by implementing PAR 2202.

Air Quality

Air quality in the area of the SCAQMD's jurisdiction has shown substantial improvement over the last two decades.  Nevertheless, some federal and state air quality standards are still exceeded frequently and by a wide margin.  Of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established for six criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, carbon monoxide and PM10), the area within the SCAQMD's jurisdiction is only in attainment with sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and lead standards.  Chapter 3 provides a brief description of the existing air quality setting for each criteria pollutant, as well as the human health effects resulting from exposure to each criteria pollutant. 

  Summary of Chapter 4 - Environmental Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15126(a) requires the following: "An EIR shall identify and focus on the significant adverse environmental effects of the proposed project.  Direct and indirect significant effects of the project on the environment shall be clearly identified and described, giving due consideration to both the short-term and long-term effects."

The following subsection briefly summarizes the analysis of potential adverse environmental impacts from the adoption and implementation of PAR 2202.

Air Quality

The primary effect of the proposed amendments is a potential loss of future trip reductions and the associated future emission reductions foregone.  The VOC, NOx and CO emission reductions potentially foregone exceed the SCAQMD’s significance thresholds for these pollutants.  It should be noted that the proposed amendments would require those companies electing to exclude applicable law enforcement employees from the AVR survey and calculations to provide core ridesharing incentives to their employees.  Thus, the level of rideshare participation is not expected to be reduced from current levels. 

Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

The Initial Study for PAR 2202 includes an environmental checklist of approximately 17 environmental topics to be evaluated for potential adverse impacts from a proposed project.  Review of the proposed project at the Initial Study stage identified one topic, air quality, for further review in the Draft EA.  Where the Initial Study concluded that the project would have no significant direct or indirect adverse effects on the remaining environmental topics, no comments were received on the Initial Study or at the public meetings that changed this conclusion.  The screening analysis concluded that the following environmental areas would not be significantly adversely affected by PAR 2202: 

· aesthetics
· land use and planning

· agriculture resources
· mineral resources

· biological resources
· noise

· cultural resources
· population and housing

· energy
· public services

· geology/soils
· recreation

· hazards and hazardous materials
· solid/hazardous waste

· hydrology and water quality
· transportation/traffic

Other CEQA Topics

CEQA requires EIRs to address the potential for irreversible environmental changes, growth-inducing impacts and inconsistencies with regional plans.  Although the proposed project will result in a loss of anticipated future emission reductions, it will not obstruct implementation of the AQMP or otherwise result in irreversible environmental changes or inconsistencies with regional plans.  There are no provisions in the proposed amended rule that would result in growth-inducing impacts.

  Summary of Chapter 5 - Alternatives

Pursuant to CEQA, the EA evaluates alternatives to the proposed project.  In addition to Alternative A - No Project Alternative (required by CEQA), two other alternatives are evaluated in Chapter 5.  Alternative B is comprised of all components of the proposed project, with the exception that it excludes state officers from the proposed AVR survey requirement exemption.  Alternative C would include all the components of the proposed amendments, except it would require those employers who elect to use the police/sheriff exemption and who after three years did not achieve their target AVR to either: 1) pay monies into the Rule 2202 Air Quality Investment Program (AQIP) in an amount corresponding to the remaining emission reductions necessary to achieve their target AVR (i.e. achieve target AVR through a combination of ridesharing and AQIP); or 2) to fully implement one of the other two Rule 2202 compliance options (i.e., AQIP or Emission Reduction Strategies).

Neither Alternative A nor Alternative C satisfies the request that SCAQMD remove certain law enforcement personnel from the AVR survey.  Furthermore, Alternative C would require more of certain employers than is currently required by existing Rule 2202.  Alternative B does not reduce the potentially significant adverse air quality impact to an appreciable degree.  No other alternatives have been identified to substantially lessen the potential adverse impact of the proposed project while still achieving the proposed project’s objective.
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Project Location

Background

Project Objectives

Project Description

 project location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).
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Figure 1-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Employers subject to Rule 2202 (any employer who employs 250 or more employees at a worksite) are required to implement an emission reduction program related to employee commute trips and to meet an annual emission reduction target (ERT), or an AVR target for their site.  Rule 2202 provides employers with a menu of options to reduce mobile source emissions generated from employee commutes.  Employers subject to Rule 2202 may elect to implement any of the following programs:

1. Air Quality Investment Program (AQIP): Employers may elect to participate in a triennial compliance option and invest $125 per employee reporting to the worksite in the peak commute window; or annually invest $60 for each employee reporting to work in the peak commute window.  AQIP monies are used to fund emission reduction projects that meet projected emission reduction targets.

2. Emission Reduction Strategies (ERS): The ERS option allows employers to meet their ERT by utilizing various alternative strategies including, but not limited to, old-vehicle scrapping, clean on-road and off-road mobile equipment, peak commute trip reductions, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions, and parking cash-out.

3. Employee Commute Reduction Program (ECRP): Employers may elect to implement an ECRP.  The program must provide incentives that are likely to result in achieving a specified AVR target within three years.  Employers choosing to implement an ECRP under Rule 2202 are required to designate an Employee Transportation Coordinator (ETC) who is responsible for developing, implementing, monitoring, and marketing the ECRP to their employees.  ETC training requires attendance at a one-time (16-hour) AQMD certified training course.

Rule 2202 implementation is guided by two supporting documents: Rule 2202 Implementation Guidelines and Rule 2202 Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines.  The rule and two supporting documents were last amended October 1998.  Since that time, certain emission credit programs and certain data in the supporting documents are no longer applicable.  Additionally, employers of police officers or sheriffs who perform field enforcement and investigative functions have requested that the SCAQMD accommodate the distinctive commute habits of these employees when evaluating rideshare plans.

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

Based on the above, the objectives of the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are to: 1) update information regarding emission credit programs; 2) ensure consistency among Rule 2202 and supporting documents (i.e., Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines and Implementation Guidelines); and 3) accommodate the request of police/sheriff employers.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 (and corresponding guidelines) are summarized below.  The complete text of the proposed amendments is included in Appendix A of this document.

· Delete the alternative fuel vehicle credits (AFC), as proscribed by the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Low Emission Vehicle II (LEV II) Standards, with the exception of Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEVs);

· Delete remote sensing as a strategy option due to the implementation of the Inspection and Maintenance Program (Smog Check II);

· Clarify that annual due dates shall remain permanent unless a formal written request to change the due date is submitted by the employer and approved in writing by the SCAQMD;

· Ensure consistency among Rule 2202 and accompanying guideline documents regarding all definitions that pertain to employees or sub-categories of employees;

· Include the "Special Procedures" section of the ECRP Guidelines regarding extensions, change of ownership, relocation, disapproval appeals and delay review requests in the Implementation Guidelines;

· Include language in the Implementation Guidelines regarding other potential sources of credit in meeting ERT;

· Include the existing Emission Factor Tables from the Implementation Guidelines in Rule 2202 beginning with year 2000 through 2010;

· Exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers who perform field enforcement and investigative functions from the AVR survey requirements.  The amended rule would provide an option of including certain police/sheriff employees in the employee count for rule applicability but not in the number of employees in the peak commute window and, thus, exempting them from the AVR survey.  Those work sites electing to exclude such employees from the AVR survey and calculations must provide the basic ridesharing support strategies including, but not limited to, ridematching and transit information for all employees in this category as well as preferential parking and guaranteed return trips for said employees who are ridesharing.
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Introduction

Air Quality Setting

introduction

In order to determine the significance of the impacts associated with a proposed project, it is necessary to evaluate the project’s impacts against the backdrop of the environment as it exists at the time the Notice of Preparation/Initial Study is published.  The CEQA Guidelines defines “environment” as “the physical conditions that exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance” (CEQA Guidelines §15360; see also Public Resources Code §21060.5).  Furthermore, a CEQA document must include a description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project, as it exists at the time the notice of preparation is published, from both a local and regional perspective (CEQA Guidelines §15125).  Therefore, the “environment” or “existing setting” against which a project’s impacts are compared consists of the immediate, contemporaneous physical conditions at and around the project site (Remy, et al; 1996).

The following sections summarize the existing setting for air quality, which is the only environmental area that may be adversely affected by PAR 2202.  

air quality

Criteria Pollutants

It is the responsibility of the SCAQMD to ensure that state and federal ambient air quality standards are achieved and maintained in its geographical jurisdiction.  Health-based air quality standards have been established by California and the federal government for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), sulfur dioxide (SO2) and lead.  These standards were established to protect sensitive receptors with a margin of safety from adverse health impacts due to exposure to air pollution.  The California standards are more stringent than the federal standards and in the case of PM10 and SO2, far more stringent.  California has also established standards for sulfate, visibility, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride.  The state and national ambient air quality standards for each of these pollutants and their effects on health are summarized in Table 3-1.

The SCAQMD monitors levels of various criteria pollutants at 34 monitoring stations.  The 2000 air quality data from SCAQMD’s monitoring stations are presented in Table 3-2.

TABLE 3-1

Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards


STATE STANDARD
FEDERAL PRIMARY STANDARD
most relevant effects

AIR POLLUTANT
CONCENTRATION/
AVERAGING TIME
CONCENTRATION/
AVERAGING TIME


Ozone
0.09 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >
0.12 ppm, 1-hr avg.>
(a) Short-term exposures:  (1) Pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in humans and animals (2) Risk to public health implied by alterations in pulmonary morphology and host defense in animals; (b) Long-term exposures:  Risk to public health implied by altered connective tissue metabolism and altered pulmonary morphology in animals after long-term exposures and pulmonary function decrements in chronically exposed humans; (c) Vegetation damage; (d) Property damage 

Carbon Monoxide
9.0 ppm, 8-hr avg. >
20 ppm, 1-hr avg. >
9 ppm, 8-hr avg.>
35 ppm, 1-hr avg.>
(a) Aggravation of angina pectoris and other aspects of coronary heart disease; (b) Decreased exercise tolerance in persons with peripheral vascular disease and lung disease; (c) Impairment of central nervous system functions; (d) Possible increased risk to fetuses

Nitrogen Dioxide
0.25 ppm, 1-hr avg. >
0.053 ppm, ann. avg.>
(a) Potential to aggravate chronic respiratory disease and respiratory symptoms in sensitive groups; (b) Risk to public health implied by pulmonary and extra-pulmonary biochemical and cellular changes and pulmonary structural changes; (c) Contribution to atmospheric discoloration

Sulfur Dioxide
0.04 ppm, 24-hr avg.> 
0.25 ppm, 1-hr. avg. >
0.03 ppm, ann. avg.>
0.14 ppm, 24-hr avg.>

(a) Bronchoconstriction accompanied by symptoms which may include wheezing, shortness of breath and chest tightness, during exercise or physical activity in persons with asthma

Suspended Particulate Matter (PM10)
30 µg/m3, ann. geometric mean >
50 µg/m3, 24-hr average>
50 µg/m3, annual
arithmetic mean >
150 µg/m3, 24-hr avg.>

(a) Excess deaths from short-term exposures and exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory disease; (b)  Excess seasonal declines in pulmonary function, especially in children 

Sulfates
25 µg/m3, 24-hr avg. >=

(a) Decrease in ventilatory function; (b) Aggravation of asthmatic symptoms; (c) Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease; (d) Vegetation damage; (e) Degradation of visibility; (f) Property damage

Lead
1.5 µg/m3, 30-day avg. >=
1.5 µg/m3, calendar quarter>
(a) Increased body burden; (b) Impairment of blood formation and nerve conduction

Visibility-
Reducing
Particles
In sufficient amount to reduce the visual range to less than 10 miles at relative humidity less than 70%, 8-hour average (10am - 6pm)

Visibility impairment on days when relative humidity is less than 70 percent

Table 3-2
2000 Air Quality Data - South Coast Air Quality Management District


Carbon Monoxide


No. Days Standard 

Exceededa)

Federal
State




Max.
Max.

Source/
Location
No.
Conc.
Conc.

Receptor
of
Days
in
in

(9.5
>9.0

Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
ppm

ppm
ppm

No.
Station
Data
1-hour
8-hour

8-hr.
8-hr.

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
365
7
6.0

0
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
362
6
4.3

0
0


3
SW Coast LA Co
365
9
7.0

0
0


4
S Coast LA Co
363
10
5.8

0
0


6
W Sn Fernan V
365
11
9.8

1
2


7
E Sn Fernan V
365
8
6.1

0
0


8
W Sn Gabrl V
357
9
7.4

0
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V1
365
5
4.9

0
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V2
345
4
3.1

0
0


10
Pomona/Wln 
360
7
4.9

0
0


11
S Sn Gabrl V
365
7
5.3

0
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
365
13
10.0

2
6


12
S Cent LA Co 2
222*
13*
9.5*

1*
3*


13
Sta Clarita V
345
6
4.9
0
0

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
364
14
6.1

0
0


17
Cent Orange Co
360
8
6.8

0
0


18
N Coast Orange
339*
8*
6.3*

0*
0*


19
Saddleback V 1
244*
5
2.3*

0*
0*


19
Saddleback V 2
305*
4*
3.3*

0*
0*

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--

--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
365
5
4.3

0
0


23
Metro Riv Co 2
365
9
4.3

0
0


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--

--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
351
4
2.0

0
0


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--

--
--

30
Coachella V1**
353
3
1.6

0
0


30
Coachella V2**
87*
3*
2.1*

0*
0*

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
348
4
2.6

0
0

33
SW SB Valley
--
--
--

--
--

34
Cent SB V 1
--
--
--

--
--

34
Cent SB V 2
304*
5*
4.3*

0*
0*

35
East SB Valley
--
--
--

--
--

37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--

--
--

38
East SB Mtns
--
--
--

--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.
*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
- 
Salton Sea Air Basin
a)
-
The federal 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO > 35 ppm) was not exceeded.

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)

Ozone


No. Days Standard 

Exceeded


Federal

State




Max.
Max
Fourth

Source/
Location
No.
Conc.
Conc.
High

Receptor
of
Days
in
in
Conc.
> .12
> .08
> .09

Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm
ppm

ppm

No.
Station
Data
1-hour
8-hour
8-hour
1-hr.
8-hr.
1-hour

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
365
0.14
0.105
0.086
1
4
8


2
NW Coast LA Co
365
0.10
0.079
0.071
0
0
2


3
SW Coast LA Co
359
0.10
0.075
0.065
0
0
1


4
S Coast LA Co
365
0.12
0.080
0.069
0
0
3


6
W Sn Fernan V
362
0.11
0.084
0.083
0
0
6


7
E Sn Fernan V
363
0.15
0.119
0.098
3
11
16


8
W Sn Gabrl V
362
0.16
0.134
0.106
7
14
19


9
E Sn Gabrl V1
365
0.17
0.141
0.109
11
16
32


9
E Sn Gabrl V2
358
0.17
0.148
0.113
11
22
39


10
Pomona/Wln V1
363
0.15
0.124
0.089
3
5
18


11
S Sn Gabrl V
365
0.14
0.114
0.086
2
4
11


12
S Cent LA Co 1
365
0.09
0.064
0.051
0
0
1


12
S Cent LA Co 2
222*
0.12*
0.095*
0.085*
0*
4*
4*


13
Sta Clarita V
360
0.13
0.111
0.099
1
16
31

ORANGE COUNTY

16
N Orange Co
364
0.14
0.103
0.085
1
4
8

17
Cent Orange Co
364
0.13
0.101
0.075
1
1
9


18
N Coast Orange
365
0.10
0.087
0.087
1
1
1


19
Saddleback V 1
244*
0.13*
0.110*
0.068*
1*
2*
3*


19
Saddleback V 2
305*
0.15*
0.129*
0.089*
2*
8*
25*

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
365
0.14
0.113
0.106
3
29
41


23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
361
0.16
0.126
0.113
15
41
65


25
Lake Elsinore
361
0.13
0.109
0.099
1
31
45


29
Banning Airport
363
0.14
0.111
0.103
4
39
52


30
Coachella V 1**
355
0.12
0.105
0.096
0
33
40


30
Coachella V 2**
354
0.11
0.096
0.089
0
9
43

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
365
0.18
0.159
0.118
10
19
43


33
SW SB Valley
--
--
--
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
365
0.17
0.139
0.101
7
16
36


34
Cent SB V 2
365
0.15
0.125
0.111
7
27
48


35
East SB Valley
365
0.15
0.133
0.113
11
51
78


37
Cent SB Mtns 
354
0.18
0.149
0.123
17
73
85


38
East SB Mtns
--







ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.

--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)


Nitrogen Dioxide


Average

Compared to
No. Days

Federal
Std. Exc'd

Standardb)
State





Max.

Source/
Location
No.
Conc.

Receptor
of
Days
in
AAM

> 0.25

Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
in

ppm

No.
Station
Data
1-hour
ppm

1-hour

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
353
0.16
0.0404
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
361
0.16
0.0273
0


3
SW Coast LA Co
364
0.13
0.0275
0


4
S Coast LA Co
358
0.14
0.0313
0


6
W Sn Fernan V
365
0.11
0.0285
0


7
E Sn Fernan V
365
0.17
0.0415
0


8
W Sn Gabrl V
355
0.17
0.0296
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
365
0.15
0.0366
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
349
0.13
0.0290
0


10
Pomona/Wln V
358
0.14
0.0435
0


11
S Sn Gabrl V
365
0.14
0.0366
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
360
0.14
0.0386
0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
221*
0.11*
0.0292*
0*


13
Sta Clarita V
360
0.10
0.0246
0

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
269*
0.12*
0.0304*
0*


17
Cent Orange Co
364
0.13
0.0300
0


18
N Coast Orange Co
362
0.11
0.0205
0


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
298*
0.10*
0.0236*
0*


23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
360
0.08
0.0175
0


29
Banning Airport
365
0.21
0.0237
0


30
Coachella V 1**
337
0.07
0.0178
0


30
Coachella V 2**
87*
0.06*
0.0099*
0*

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
357
0.15
0.0380
0


33
SW SB Valley
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
365
0.12
0.0364
0


34
Cent SB V 2
365
0.10
0.0325
0


35
East SB Valley
--
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--


38
East SB Mtns
--
--
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.
AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.
*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

b)
-
The federal standard is annual arithmetic mean NO2 greater than 0.0534 ppm.  No location exceeded this
 

standard.

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)


Sulfur Dioxide


Average

Compared






to Federal





Max.
Max.
Standardd)


Source/
Location
No.
Conc.
Conc.



Receptor
of
Days
in
in
AAM


Area
Air Monitoring
of
ppm
ppm
in


No.
Station
Data
1-hourc)
24-hour c)
ppm

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
305*
0.08*
0.010*
0.0009*


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
365
0.17
0.017
0.0017


4
S Coast LA Co
365
0.05
0.014
0.0015


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--
--
--


7

E Sn Fernan V
357
0.01
0.004
0.0001


8

W Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--


9

E Sn Gabrl V 1
--
--
--
--


9

E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--

12
S Cent LA Co 1
--
--
--
--

12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--
--

13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--
--

17
Cent Orange Co
--
--
--
--

18
N Coast Orange
363
0.02
0.008
0.0005


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--

23
Metro Riv Co 1
329*
0.11*
0.041*
0.0008*

23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--
--

30
Coachella V 1**
--
--
--
--

30
Coachella V 2**
--
--
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
--
--
--
--


33
SW SB Vally
--
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
274*
0.02*
0.010*
0.0018*


34
Cent SB V 2
--
--
--
--


35
East SB Valley
--
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--


38
East SB Mtns





ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

ppm
-
Parts per million parts of air, by volume.
AAM

-
Annual arithmetic mean.
*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.
--

-
Pollutant not monitored.


May not be representative.
**

-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

c) -
The state standards are 1-hour average > 0.25 ppm and 24-hour average >0.04 ppm.  No location exceeded state 
standards.

d) -
The federal standard is annual arithmetic mean SO2 greater than 80 µg/m3 (0.03 ppm).  No location exceeded this 
standard.  The other federal standards (3-hour average > 0.50 ppm, and 24-hour average > 0.14 ppm) were not 
exceeded either

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)


Suspended Particulates PM10e)

No. (%) Samples

Exceeding
Annual

Standard
Averagesh)

Source/
Location
No.
Max.
Federal
State

Receptor
of
Days
Conc.


AAM
AGM

Area
Air Monitoring
of
in µg/m3
>150 µg/m3
>50 µg/m3
Conc.
Conc.

No.
Station
Data
24-hour
24-hour
24-hour
µg/m3
µg/m3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
60
80
0
15(25)
44.8
37.0


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
57
74
0
9(16)
35.6
33.4


4
S Coast LA Co
57
105
0
12(21)
37.6
34.0


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--
--
--
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
60
74
0
14(23)
39.1
36.1


8
W Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--
--
--


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
57
94
0
24(42)
46.3
42.5


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
--
--
--
--
--
--


12
S Cent LA Co 1
--
--
--
--
--
--


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--
--
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
61
64
0
4(7)
32.7
29.8

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--
--
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
61
126
0
8(13)*
39.9
35.7


18
N Coast Orange
--
--
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
31*
60*
0*
1(3)*
28.9*
27.4*


19
Saddleback V 2
60
98
0
2(3)
27.8
25.5

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
58
129
0
28(48)
49.3
43.4


23
Metro Riv Co 1
97
139
0
68(70)
60.1
54.7


23
Metro Riv Co 2
--
--
--
--
--
--


24
Perris Valley
59
87
0
13(22)
41.1
36.8


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
59
69
0*
5(8)
29.1
24.7


30
Coachella V 1**
56
44
0
0
24.4
22.7


30
Coachella V 2**
103k)
114 k)
0 k)
52(50) k)
51.9 k)
48.4 k)
SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
--
--
--
--
--
--


33
SW SB Valley
58
124
0
26(45)
50.4
46.3


34
Cent SB V 1
60
108
0
31(52)
52.6
47.1


34
Cent SB V 2
60
108
0
32(53)
50.1
44.5


35
E SB Valley
61
109
0
27(44)
46.0
39.7


37
Cent SB Mtns
58
49
0
0
24.0
20.7


38
East SB Mtns
--
--
--
--
--
--

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.

AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.  AGM - Annual geometric mean.

--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

e)
-
PM10 samples were collected every 6 days using the size-selective inlet high volume sampler with quartz filter media

h)
-
Federal PM10 standard is AAM > 50 µg/m3; state standard is AGM > 30 µg/m3

k)
-
The data for the samples collected on high-wind-days (190 µg/m3 on 4/21/00, 201 µg/m3 on 5/15/00 and 183 µg/m3 on 9/12/00) were excluded in accordance with EPA’s Natural Events Policy.
TABLE 3-2

(Continued)


Suspended Particulates PM2.5f)

No. (%) Samples

Exceeding
Annual

Standard
Averagesi)

Source/
Location
No.
Max.
Federal

Receptor
of
Days
Conc.
>65

AAM

Area
Air Monitoring
of
in µg/m3
µg/m3

Conc.

No.
Station
Data
24-hour
24-hour

µg/m3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
334
87.8
11(3.3)
22.0


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
--
--
--
--


4
S Coast LA Co
304*
81.5*
4(1.3)*
19.2*


6
W Sn Fernan V
108
67.5
2(1.9)
18.1


7
E Sn Fernan V
70*
84.4*
3(4.3)*
23.8*


8
W Sn Gabrl V
110
66.3
1(0.9)*
19.3


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
333
92.5
5(1.5)
20.1


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
116
89.5
4(3.4)
24.1


12
S Cent LA Co 1
121
82.1
2(1.7)
23.0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
273*
113.9*
6(2.2)*
21.0*


18
N Coast Orange
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
119
94.7
1(0.8)
14.7

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
304*
119.6*
11(3.6)*
28.2*


23
Metro Riv Co 2
111
79.3
5(4.5)
25.5


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
120
28.5
0
9.6


30
Coachella V 2**
115
28.6
0*
11.2

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
--
--
--
--


33
SW SB Valley
111
73.4
2(1.8)
24.2


34
Cent SB V 1
111
72.9
2(1.8)
24.5


34
Cent SB V 2
102*
89.8*
3(2.9)*
25.4*


35
East SB Valley
--
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--
--


38
East SB Mtns
58
29.0
0
10.6

ABBREVIATIONS USED IN THE AREA NAMES:
LA = Los Angeles, SB = San Bernardino, N = North, S = South, W = West, E = East, V = Valley, P = Pass, Cent = Central

µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.

AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.  AGM - Annual geometric mean.

--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.

f)
-
PM2.5 federal standard was established effective September 16, 1997.  PM2.5 samples were collected every 3 days using the size selective inlet high volume sampler.

i)
-
Federal PM2.5 standard is AAM > 15 µg/m3
TABLE 3-2

(Continued)

Particulates TSPg)

Annual

Averages

Source/
Location
No.
Max.


Receptor
of
Days
Conc.
AAM


Area
Air Monitoring
of
in µg/m3
Conc.


No.
Station
Data
24-hour
µg/m 3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
60
127
72.0


2
NW Coast LA Co
60
87
48.2


3
SW Coast LA Co
61
127
64.8


4
S Coast LA Co
61
164
68.2


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
--
--
--


8
W Sn Gabrl V
60
91
49.1


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
59
157
85.3


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
57
118
74.7

12
S Cent LA Co 1
60
167
74.9

12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--
--

13
Sta Clarita V
--
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
--
--
--


18
N Coast Orange
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
62
211
115.5


23
Metro Riv Co 2
63
144
82.8


24
Perris Valley
--
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
--
--
--


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
56
122
69.8


33
SW SB Valley
--
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
57
180
97.3


34
Cent SB V 2
59
168
95.4


35
East SB Valley
--
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--
--


38
East SB Mtns




µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.
AAM
-
Annual arithmetic mean.  AGM - Annual geometric mean.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.
g)
-
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were from samples collected every 6 days by the high volume sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.

TABLE 3-2

(Continued)

Leadg)

Source/
Location
Max.
Max.

Receptor
of
Mo.
Qtrly.

Area
Air Monitoring
Conc. j)
Conc. j)

No.
Station
µg/m3
µg/m3
LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
.0.06
0.05


2
NW Coast LA Co
--
--


3
SW Coast LA Co
0.08
0.05


4
S Coast LA Co
0.05
0.04


6
W SN Fernan V
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
--
--

8
W Sn Gabrl V
--
--

9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
--
--

9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--

10
Pomona/Wln V
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
0.09
0.06


12
S Cent LA Co 1
0.09
0.06


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
--
--


18
N Coast Orange
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
0.06
0.05


23
Metro Riv Co 2
0.04
0.03


24
Perris Valley
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--


29
Banning/San Gor P
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
--
--


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
0.07
0.05


33
SW SB Valley
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
--
--


34
Cent SB V 2
0.06
0.05


35
East SB Valley
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--


38
East SB Mtns
--
--

µg/m3 
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.
--    
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
-
Salton Sea or Mojave Desert Air Basin.
g)
-
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days by the high volume sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.

j)
-
Federal lead standard is quarterly average 15 µg/m3; state standard is monthly average 15 µg/m3.  No location exceeded lead standards.  Special monitoring immediately downwind of stationary sources of lead was carried out at four locations in 1999.  The maximum average concentration was 0.29 µg/m3, recorded in Area 5, Southeast Los Angeles County, and the maximum quarterly average concentration was 0.23 µg/m3, recorded in Area 1, Central Los Angeles.

TABLE 3-2

(Concluded)


Sulfateg)

No. (%) Samples

Exceeding

Standard




Source/
Location
Max.
State

Receptor
of
Conc.


Area
Air Monitoring
in µg/m3
>=25 µg/m3

No.
Station
24-hour
24-hour

LOS ANGELES COUNTY


1
Central LA
16.4
0


2
NW Coast LA Co
14.1
0


3
SW Coast LA Co
16.2
0


4
S Coast LA Co
26.7
1


6
W Sn Fernan V
--
--


7
E Sn Fernan V
--
--


8
W Sn Gabrl V
13.9
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 1
17.2
0


9
E Sn Gabrl V 2
--
--


10
Pomona/Wln V 
--
--


11
S Sn Gabrl V
13.1
0


12
S Cent LA Co 1
11.4
0


12
S Cent LA Co 2
--
--


13
Sta Clarita V
--
--

ORANGE COUNTY


16
N Orange Co
--
--


17
Cent Orange Co
--
--


18
N Coast Orange
--
--


19
Saddleback V 1
--
--


19
Saddleback V 2
--
--

RIVERSIDE COUNTY


22
Norco/Corona
--
--


23
Metro Riv Co 1
11.0
0


23
Metro Riv Co 2
10.2
0


24
Perris Valley
--
--


25
Lake Elsinore
--
--


29
Banning Airport
--
--


30
Coachella V 1**
--
--


30
Coachella V 2**
--
--

SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY


32
NW SB Valley
11.5
0


33
SW SB Valley
--
--


34
Cent SB V 1
10.7
0


34
Cent SB V 2
12.4
0


35
East SB Valley
--
--


37
Cent SB Mtns
--
--


38
East SB Mtns



µg/m3
-
Micrograms per cubic meter of air.
--
-
Pollutant not monitored.

*
-
Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
**
-
Salton Sea Air Basin.
g)
-
Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every 6 days by the high volume sampler method, on glass fiber filter media.

Ozone

Unlike primary criteria pollutants that are emitted directly from an emissions source, ozone is a secondary pollutant.  It is formed in the atmosphere through a photochemical reaction of VOC, NOx, oxygen, and other hydrocarbon materials with sunlight.  

Ozone is a deep lung irritant, causing the passages to become inflamed and swollen.  Exposure to ozone produces alterations in respiration, the most characteristic of which is shallow, rapid breathing and a decrease in pulmonary performance.  Ozone reduces the respiratory system's ability to fight infection and to remove foreign particles.  People who suffer from respiratory diseases such as asthma, emphysema, and chronic bronchitis are more sensitive to ozone's effects.  In severe cases, ozone is capable of causing death from pulmonary edema.  Early studies suggested that long-term exposure to ozone results in adverse effects on morphology and function of the lung and acceleration of lung-tumor formation and aging.  Ozone exposure also increases the sensitivity of the lung to bronchoconstrictive agents such as histamine, acetylcholine, and allergens.

The national ozone ambient air quality standard is exceeded far more frequently in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction than almost every other area in the United States
.  In the past few years, ozone air quality has been the cleanest on record in terms of maximum concentration and number of days exceeding the standards and episode levels.  Maximum one-hour average and eight-hour average ozone concentrations in 2000 (0.18 ppm and 0.159 ppm) were 150 percent and 199 percent of the federal one-hour and eight-hour standards, respectively.  Ozone concentrations exceeded the one-hour state standard at all, but one, monitored locations in 2000.  

In 1997, the U.S. EPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for ozone.  Soon thereafter, a court decision ordered that the U.S. EPA could not enforce the new standard until adequate justification for the new standard was provided.  U.S. EPA appealed the decision to the Supreme Court.  On February 27, 2001, the Supreme Court upheld U.S. EPA’s authority and methods to establish clean air standards.  The Supreme Court, however, ordered U.S. EPA to revise its implementation plan for the new ozone standard.  Meanwhile, CARB and local air districts continue to collect technical information in order to prepare for an eventual SIP to reduce unhealthful levels of ozone in areas violating the new federal standard.  California has previously developed a SIP for the current ozone standard, which has been approved by U.S. EPA for the South Coast Air Basin.

Carbon Monoxide

CO is a colorless, odorless gas formed by the incomplete combustion of fuels.  CO competes with oxygen, often replacing it in the blood, thus reducing the blood's ability to transport oxygen to vital organs in the body.  The ambient air quality standard for carbon monoxide is intended to protect persons whose medical condition already compromises their circulatory systems’ ability to deliver oxygen.  These medical conditions include certain heart ailments, chronic lung diseases, and anemia.  Persons with these conditions have reduced exercise capacity even when exposed to relatively low levels of CO.  Fetuses are at risk because their blood has an even greater affinity to bind with CO.  Smokers are also at risk from ambient CO levels because smoking increases the background level of CO in their blood.

CO was monitored at 26 locations in the district in 2000.  The national and state eight-hour CO standards were exceeded at three locations.  The highest eight-hour average CO concentration of the year (10 ppm) was 105 percent of the federal standard.  Source/Receptor Area No. 12, South Central Los Angeles County (Station No. 084), reported the greatest number of the exceedances of the federal and state CO standards (two and six days, respectively) in 2000.

Nitrogen Dioxide

NO2 is a brownish gas that is formed in the atmosphere through a rapid reaction of the colorless gas nitric oxide (NO) with atmospheric oxygen.  NO and NO2 are collectively referred to as NOx. NO2 can cause health effects in sensitive population groups such as children and people with chronic lung diseases.  It can cause respiratory irritation and constriction of the airways, making breathing more difficult.  Asthmatics are especially sensitive to these effects.  People with asthma and chronic bronchitis may also experience headaches, wheezing and chest tightness at high ambient levels of NO2.  NO2 is suspected to reduce resistance to infection, especially in young children. 

By 1991, exceedances of the federal standard were limited to one location in Los Angeles County.  The Basin was the only area in the United States classified as nonattainment for the federal NO2 standard under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments.  No location in the area of SCAQMD’s jurisdiction has exceeded the federal standard since 1992 and the South Coast Air Basin was designated attainment for the national standard in 1998.  In 2000, the maximum annual arithmetic mean (0.0435 ppm) was 81 percent of the federal standard (the federal standard is annual arithmetic mean NO2 greater than 0.0534 ppm.).  The more stringent state standard (0.25 ppm) was never exceeded by any of the monitored stations in year 2000.  Despite declining NOx emissions over the last decade, further NOx emissions reductions are necessary because NOx emissions are PM10 and ozone precursors.

Particulate Matter (PM10)

PM10 is defined as suspended particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter and includes a complex mixture of man-made and natural substances including sulfates, nitrates, metals, elemental carbon, sea salt, soil, organics and other materials.  PM10 may have adverse health impacts because these microscopic particles are able to penetrate deeply into the respiratory system.  In some cases, the particulates themselves may cause actual damage to the alveoli of the lungs or they may contain adsorbed substances that are injurious.  Children can experience a decline in lung function and an increase in respiratory symptoms from PM10 exposure.  People with influenza, chronic respiratory disease and cardiovascular disease can be at risk of aggravated illness from exposure to fine particles.  Increases in death rates have been statistically linked to corresponding increases in PM10 levels. 

In 2000, PM10 was monitored at 20 locations in the district.  There were no exceedances of the federal 24-hour standard (150 (g/m3), while the state 24-hour standard (50 (g/m3) was exceeded at 18 locations.  The federal standard (annual arithmetic mean greater than 50 (g/m3) was exceeded in five locations, and the state standard (annual geometric mean greater than 30 (g/m3) was exceeded at 14 locations.

In 1997, the U.S. EPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for PM2.5, particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter and a new PM10 standard as well.  The PM2.5 standard complements existing national and state ambient air quality standards that target the full range of inhalable PM10.  However, a court decision ordered that the U.S. EPA couldn’t enforce the new PM10 standard until adequate justification for the new standard is provided.  U.S. EPA is complying with the decision by considering separate fine (PM2.5) and coarse (PM2.5-10) standards.  Meanwhile, CARB and local air districts continue to collect technical information in order to prepare for an eventual SIP to reduce unhealthful levels of PM2.5 in areas violating the new federal standards.  California has previously developed a SIP for the current PM10 standard.

Sulfur Dioxide

SO2 is a colorless, pungent gas formed primarily by the combustion of sulfur-containing fossil fuels.  Health effects include acute respiratory symptoms and difficulty in breathing for children.  Though SO2 concentrations have been reduced to levels well below state and federal standards, further reductions in emissions of SO2 are needed to comply with standards for other pollutants (sulfate and PM10). 

Lead

Lead concentrations once exceeded the state and national ambient air quality standards by a wide margin, but have not exceeded state or federal standards at any regular monitoring station since 1982.  Though special monitoring sites immediately downwind of lead sources recorded very localized violations of the state standard in 1994, no violations were recorded at these stations since that time. 

Sulfates

Sulfates are a group of chemical compounds containing the sulfate group, which is a sulfur atom with four oxygen atoms attached.  Though not exceeded in 1993, 1996, 1997, and 1998, the state sulfate standard was exceeded at three locations in 1994 and one location in 1995, 1999 and 2000.  There are no federal air quality standards for sulfate. 

Visibility

Since deterioration of visibility is one of the most obvious manifestations of air pollution and plays a major role in the public’s perception of air quality, the state of California has adopted a standard for visibility or visual range.  Until 1989, the standard was based on visibility estimates made by human observers.  The standard was changed to require measurement of visual range using instruments that measure light scattering and absorption by suspended particles. 

Volatile Organic Compounds

It should be noted that there are no state or national ambient air quality standards for VOCs because they are not classified as criteria pollutants.  VOCs are regulated, however, because reduction in VOC emissions reduces the rate of photochemical reactions that contribute to the formation of ozone.  They are also transformed into organic aerosols in the atmosphere, contributing to higher PM10 and lower visibility levels. 

Although health-based standards have not been established for VOCs, health effects can occur from exposures to high concentrations of VOCs because of interference with oxygen uptake.  In general, ambient VOC concentrations in the atmosphere are suspected to cause coughing, sneezing, headaches, weakness, laryngitis, and bronchitis, even at low concentrations.  Some hydrocarbon components classified as VOC emissions are thought or known to be hazardous.  Benzene, for example, one hydrocarbon component of VOC emissions, is known to be a human carcinogen.
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Introduction

The CEQA Guidelines require environmental documents to identify significant environmental effects that may result from a proposed project [CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(a)].  Direct and indirect significant effects of a project on the environment should be identified and described, with consideration given to both short- and long-term impacts.  The discussion of environmental impacts may include, but is not limited to, the resources involved; physical changes; alterations of ecological systems; health and safety problems caused by physical changes; and other aspects of the resource base, including water, scenic quality, and public services.  If significant adverse environmental impacts are identified, the CEQA Guidelines require a discussion of measures that could either avoid or substantially reduce any adverse environmental impacts to the greatest extent feasible [CEQA Guidelines §15126.4].

The CEQA Guidelines indicate that the degree of specificity required in a CEQA document depends on the type of project being proposed (CEQA Guidelines §15146).  The detail of the environmental analysis for certain types of projects cannot be as great as for others.  For example, the environmental document for projects, such as the adoption or amendment of a comprehensive zoning ordinance or a local general plan, should focus on the secondary effects that can be expected to follow from the adoption or amendment, but the analysis need not be as detailed as the analysis of the specific construction projects that might follow.  As a result, this EA analyzes impacts on a regional level and impacts on the level of individual industries or individual facilities where feasible.

The categories of environmental impacts to be studied in a CEQA document are established by CEQA (Public Resources Code, §21000 et seq.), and the CEQA Guidelines, as promulgated by the State of California Secretary of Resources.  Under the state CEQA Guidelines, there are approximately 17 environmental categories in which potential adverse impacts from a project are evaluated.  Projects are evaluated against the environmental categories in an environmental checklist and those environmental categories that may be adversely affected by the project are further analyzed in the appropriate CEQA document.

POTENTIAL environmental impacts and mitigation measures

Pursuant to CEQA, an Initial Study, including an environmental checklist, was prepared for this project (see Appendix B).  Of the 17 potential environmental impact categories, only one (air quality) was identified as being potentially adversely affected by the proposed project. 

The analysis of potential adverse air quality impacts incorporates a “worst-case” approach.  This entails the premise that whenever the analysis requires that assumptions be made, those assumptions that result in the greatest adverse impacts are typically chosen.  This method ensures that all potential effects of the proposed project are documented for the decision-makers and the public.  Accordingly, the following analyses use a conservative “worst-case” approach for analyzing the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project.

Air Quality

By exempting certain police/sheriff employees from the AVR survey requirements, an employer’s AVR would be increased without a corresponding decrease in vehicle trips.  The effect of this exemption is that employers may be able to attain their target AVRs with fewer vehicle trip reductions.  It should be noted, however, that the AVR target is a goal and not a requirement, so there is no guarantee that these emission reductions would actually be achieved.  As a conservative analysis, it is assumed that reductions of NOx, VOC, and CO emissions assumed in the 1997 AQMP from implementation of Rule 2202 would be foregone.  

Significance Criteria

The project will be considered to have significant adverse air quality impacts if any one of the thresholds in Table 4-1 are equaled or exceeded.  In source receptor areas that are in attainment for both the state and national ambient air quality standard for the pollutant, instead of using the change in concentration thresholds shown in Table 4-1, air quality impacts for that pollutant will be considered significant if emissions cause or contribute to an exceedance of any applicable standard.

Table 4-1

SCAQMD Air Quality Significance Thresholds

Mass Daily Thresholds

Pollutant
Construction
Operation

NOx
100 lbs/day
55 lbs/day

VOC
75 lbs/day
55 lbs/day

PM10
150 lbs/day
150 lbs/day

Sox
150 lbs/day
150 lbs/day

CO
550 lbs/day
550 lbs/day

Change in Concentration Thresholds in Non-Attainment SRAs

NO2
1-hour average

annual average
500 ug/m3 = 0.25 ppm
100 ug/m3 = 0.053 ppm

PM10
24-hour average

annual geometric average
2.5 ug/m3
1.0 ug/m3

Sulfate
24-hour average
25 ug/m3

CO
1-hour average

8-hour average
1.1 mg/m3 = 1.0 ppm

0.50 mg/m3= 0.45 ppm

ug/m3 = microgram per cubic meter; pphm = parts per million; mg/m3 = milligram per cubic meter
SRAs = Source Receptor Areas

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACT:  As discussed in Chapter 2, PAR 2202 would exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements.  The amended rule would provide an option of including certain police/sheriff employees in the employee count for rule applicability but not in the number of employees in the peak commute window and, thus, exempting them from the AVR survey.  

The average AVR of the worksites that may take advantage of the exemption is 1.24.  Assuming these worksites would have achieved a 1.5 AVR without PAR 2202, implementation of the amendments would result in 1,119 trip reductions foregone.  The resultant emission reductions foregone are shown in Table 4-2.  Appendix C includes the methodology used to estimate the trip and emission reductions that may be foregone as a result of the proposed amendments.  

As shown in Table 4-2, CO, VOC, and NOx, potential emission reductions foregone would exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA air quality significance thresholds for these pollutants.  Therefore, air quality impacts from implementation of PAR 2202 are considered to be significant.

To minimize the potential effect on AVR, the proposed amendments would require those work sites electing to exclude such employees from the AVR survey and calculations must provide the basic ridesharing support strategies including, but not limited to, ridematching and transit information for all employees in this category as well as preferential parking and guaranteed return trips for said employees who are ridesharing.  Requiring an employer to provide these specific rideshare incentives is not part of the existing rule.  It is expected that this provision will ensure that the AVRs of the worksites that take advantage of the proposed amendments for police and sheriff personnel would not fall below existing levels.

Table 4-2

Potential Emission Reductions Foregone
(lbs/day)


C R I T E R I A    P O L L U T A N T S


CO
VOC
NOx
SOx
PM10

EMISSION REDUCTIONS FOREGONE
801
91
84
1
31

SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
550
55
55
150
150

SIGNIFICANT?
YES
YES
YES
NO
NO


Notes: 1.) PM10 includes entrained fugitive dust (28 pounds) as well as tailpipe emissions (three pounds).  

2): Neither SOx nor PM10 are regulated by Rule 2202 (i.e., the AQMP takes no credit for reductions of these pollutants).

3) Emissions based on Year 2002 EMFAC 2000 (ver. 2.02)

PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION: No feasible mitigation has been identified to reduce potential emission reductions foregone, while still achieving the project’s objectives, beyond that already included as part of the proposed amendments.  CEQA defines "feasible" mitigation measures as those that are "capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, and technological factors" (Public Resources Code Section 21061.1).

REMAINING AIR QUALITY IMPACTS:  The air quality analysis concludes that the proposed amended rule may result in VOC, CO, and NOx emission reductions foregone
 that exceed SCAQMD’s daily significance threshold for this pollutant. 

CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS: The long-term effect of PAR 2202, other SCAQMD rules, and AQMP control measures is the reduction of emissions district-wide, contributing to attaining and maintaining the state and federal ambient air quality standards.  Rule 2202 will continue to reduce emissions from mobile sources, albeit at a slightly reduced level.  The amendments will not increase emissions, but rather would in the future potentially reduce a smaller amount of emissions from sources subject to the rule than previously estimated.  The estimated 91 pounds per day of VOC, 84 pounds per day of NOx, and 801 pounds per day of CO emission reductions foregone as a result of the proposed amendments are 1.3, 1.0, and 1.1 percent of the VOC, NOx, and CO emission reductions resulting from Rule 2202 implementation in year 2000, respectively
.  

The emission reductions achieved by implementation of Rule 2202, other SCAQMD rules and regulations, and future AQMP control measures would ensure the potential emission reductions foregone as a result of PAR 2202 would not result in significant adverse cumulative air quality effects.  Additionally, other factors are expected to further reduce emissions from mobile sources over time.  These factors include an increased percentage of cleaner vehicles in the vehicle universe and reduced congestion resulting from implementation of the Southern California Association of Government’s (SCAG) Regional Transportation Plan.

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

Rule 2202 requires certain employers to provide incentives to reduce employee commute trips to a specified level or otherwise reduce emissions in an amount equivalent to what would have been achieved via trip reductions.  The non-administrative portion of the proposed amendments modifies the employee count methodology for certain law enforcement personnel.  The primary effect of the proposal is a loss of previously anticipated future trip reductions and associated future emission reductions foregone.

While all the environmental topics required to be analyzed under CEQA were reviewed to determine if the proposed amendments would create adverse significant impacts, the screening analysis in the Initial Study concluded that the following environmental areas would not be significantly adversely affected by PAR 2202: aesthetics, agriculture resources, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, hazards and hazardous materials, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, solid/hazardous waste and transportation/traffic.  These topics were not analyzed in further detail in this environmental assessment, however, a brief discussion of each is provided below.

Aesthetics

There are no requirements as a result of the proposed amendments that require the construction or modification of any buildings or structures, or alteration or addition of lighting.  Thus, the proposed project has no potential to cause a substantial adverse effect on any scenic vistas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of any site and its surroundings, or create new sources of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views of an area.
Agriculture Resources

There are no requirements as a result of the proposed amendments that require the construction of any buildings or structures.  Consequently, there is no building associated with the proposed project that would convert farmland to other uses, conflict with zoning for agricultural uses, or conflict with a Williamson Act contract.  Further, there are no provisions in the proposed amendments that would affect land use plans, policies, zoning, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  

Biological Resources

No direct or indirect impacts from the proposed project were identified that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  Implementing the proposed amendments does not require the construction of any buildings or structures.  Consequently, the proposed amendments would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  Further, there are no provisions in the proposed amendments that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.

Cultural Resources

There are no provisions of the proposed amendments that require any construction-related activities.  Thus, the proposed project has no potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries.  

Energy

There are no provisions in the proposed amendments related in any way to use or generation of energy.  Therefore, the proposed project does not conflict with any energy conservation plans or existing energy standards.  Likewise, there are no provisions in the proposed amendments that would require additional energy, result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems, or otherwise create significant effects on local or regional energy supplies.  Similarly, the proposed project will not affect in any way peak or base period demands for electricity or other forms of energy.  The proposed project will not increase the demand for any type of energy resource.

Geology and Soils

Since there is no construction associated with the proposal, its implementation would not result in the erosion of soil, or a change in existing siltation rates.  In addition, the proposed project would not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards because the primary effect of the proposed amendments is a loss of future trip emission reductions.  Additionally, the proposed project does not require or in any way alter the use of septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The proposed project does not involve the use or generation of hazardous materials.  Thus, implementation of the amendments would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  Neither are there any provisions of the proposed amendments that would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The proposed project has no provisions that affect hydrology and water resources in any way.  Thus, implementation of the proposed amendments would not require the construction of additional water resource facilities, the need for new or expanded water entitlements, or an alteration of drainage patterns.  The project would not deplete groundwater supplies or interfere with groundwater recharge.  The proposed amendments would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide additional sources of polluted runoff, violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise degrade water quality.

Land Use and Planning

There are no provisions of the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed amendments.  The proposed project would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  

Mineral Resources

No mineral resources are required to implement the proposed project.  Thus, there are no provisions of the proposed project that would result adversely affect the availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state.  Likewise, there would be no loss of a locally important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.

Noise

The proposed amendments do not alter any requirements associated with air pollution control equipment or other noise producing equipment, or require the construction of any structures that could generate noise impacts.  Thus, there is potential noise or ground vibration impact associated with the proposed project. 

Population and Housing

Human population in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed project.  The proposal would not result in the creation of any industry that would induce or inhibit population growth or distribution.  Because the proposed project has no effect on population growth or distribution, the proposed amendments would not directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family housing units.

Public Services

The proposed amendments have no potential to directly or indirectly result in significant adverse effects to public services.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives.

Recreation

As discussed under “Land Use” above, there are no provisions to the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments; no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposal.  The proposed project has no provisions that affect recreation in any way.  As previously noted, proposed project does not induce or redistribute population growth in any way.  Thus, the proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.

Solid /Hazardous Waste

The proposed project has no provisions that generate solid or hazardous wastes.  Thus, the proposed amendments have no potential to increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes, require additional waste disposal capacity, or generate waste that does not meet applicable local, state, or federal regulations.  

Transportation/Traffic

The exemption of certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements allows employers to include certain law enforcement personnel in the employee count for rule applicability, but not include these personnel in the number of employees in the peak commute window (i.e., exempt them from the AVR survey).  To minimize the potential effect on AVR, the proposed amendments would require those employers electing to exclude applicable law enforcement employees from the AVR survey and calculations to provide the core ridesharing incentives, such as ridematching and transit information for all employees as well as preferential parking and guaranteed return trips for employees who are ridesharing.  Requiring employers to provide these specific rideshare incentives is not part of the existing rule.

The proposed project’s potential affect on transportation/traffic is not considered significant for the following reasons.  First, it is not certain that the proposed amendments would have an adverse effect on existing traffic levels or levels of service since the PAR does not create any disincentives to ridesharing relative to current conditions.  Those police or sheriff worksites that currently meet their AVR targets will likely continue to do so.  The amendment’s provision that requires employers electing to exempt applicable police/sheriff personnel to provide specific core rideshare incentives would likewise be expected to help maintain these employers current AVR.  Second, the employees that may be excluded from the AVR survey and possibly not reduce their vehicle trips would likely have no affect on traffic levels because the vehicle trips associated with these employees are spread throughout the area of SCAQMD’s jurisdiction which encompasses 10,473 square miles.  There are approximately 8,000 employees that may be excluded from the AVR survey.  The average AVR for the affected work sites is 1.24.  To achieve a 1.5 AVR, these sites would have to reduce an additional 1,119 vehicle trips.  The effect on traffic of a reduction of 1,119 vehicle trips throughout an area as large as the district would be negligible.  

Consistency

CEQA Guidelines § 15125(d) requires a discussion of any inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable general and regional plans.  The SCAG and the SCAQMD have developed, with input from representatives of local government, the industry community, public health agencies, the USEPA - Region IX and the California ARB, guidance on how to assess consistency within the existing general development planning process in the Basin.  Pursuant to the development and adoption of its Regional Comprehensive Plan Guide (RCPG), SCAG has developed an Intergovernmental Review Procedures Handbook (June 1, 1995).  The SCAQMD also adopted criteria for assessing consistency with regional plans and the AQMP in its CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  The following sections analyze consistency between PAR 2202 and relevant regional plans pursuant to the SCAG Handbook and SCAQMD Handbook.

Consistency with the AQMP

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook presents two key indicators of a proposed project’s consistency with the AQMP:

(1) Whether the project will result in an increase in the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations, or delay in the timely attainment of air quality standards or the interim emission reductions specified in the AQMP.

(2) Whether the project will exceed the assumptions in the AQMP in 2010 or increments based on the year of project build-out and phase.

Based on these two criterion and other factors, the proposed project is considered consistent with the AQMP.

As discussed in previous sections of this EA, PAR 2202 will not increase emissions, but rather would potentially result in less emission reductions from sources subject to the rule than previously estimated.  Therefore, the first criterion for consistency is not triggered since the proposed project would not increase the frequency or severity of existing air quality violations or cause or contribute to new violations.  It should also be noted that any potential future emission reductions foregone would decrease over time since vehicle fleets are becoming less polluting.  

Regarding the second criterion, the proposed project would have no affect on the growth projections used in the AQMP, including VMT projections (see “Consistency with RMP and CMP”, below).  As such, the proposed project will not contribute new emissions to the mobile source emissions inventory.  The proposed project would also have no affect on the carrying capacity or the reasonable further progress (RFP) demonstration set forth in the AQMP.  Furthermore, the AQMP is a fluid plan that is updated every three years to account for changing conditions.  The 2002 AQMP will account for the proposed project as necessary.

In summation, the long-term effect of SCAQMD rules and AQMP control measures is the reduction of emissions district-wide, contributing to attaining and maintaining the state and federal ambient air quality standards.  The proposed amendments would not alter the AQMP’s ability to demonstrate RFP or to achieve ambient air quality standards in the time frames set forth by federal law.

Consistency with Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) Policies

The RCPG provides the primary reference for SCAG’s project review activity.  The RCPG serves as a regional framework for decision making for the growth and change that is anticipated during the next 20 years and beyond.  The Growth Management Chapter (GMC) of the RCPG contains population, housing, and jobs forecasts, which are adopted by SCAG’s Regional Council and that reflect local plans and policies, shall be used by SCAG in all phases of implementation and review.  It states that the overall goals for the region are to (1) re-invigorate the region’s economy, (2) avoid social and economic inequities and the geographical isolation of communities, and (3) maintain the region’s quality of life.  PAR 2202 would not interfere with the achievement of such goals.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Improve the Regional Standard of Living

The Growth Management goals are to develop urban forms that enable individuals to spend less income on housing cost, that minimize public and private development costs, and that enable firms to be more competitive, strengthen the regional strategic goal to stimulate the regional economy.  PAR 2202, in relation to the GMC, would not interfere with the achievement of such goals, nor would it interfere with any powers exercised by local land use agencies.  PAR 2202 will not interfere with efforts to minimize red tape and expedite the permitting process to maintain economic vitality and competitiveness.  

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Provide Social, Political and Cultural Equity

The Growth Management goals to develop urban forms that avoid economic and social polarization promotes the regional strategic goals of minimizing social and geographic disparities and of reaching equity among all segments of society.  Consistent with the Growth Management goals, local jurisdictions, employers and service agencies should provide adequate training and retraining of workers, and prepare the labor force to meet the challenges of the regional economy. Growth Management goals also include encouraging employment development in job-poor localities through support of labor force retraining programs and other economic development measures.  Local jurisdictions and other service providers are responsible to develop sustainable communities and provide, equally to all members of society, accessible and effective services such as: public education, housing, health care, social services, recreational facilities, law enforcement, and fire protection.  Implementing PAR 2202 is not expected to interfere with the goals of providing social, political and cultural equity.

Consistency with Growth Management Chapter (GMC) to Improve the Regional Quality of Life

The Growth Management goals also include attaining mobility and clean air goals and developing urban forms that enhance quality of life, accommodate a diversity of life styles, preserve open space and natural resources, are aesthetically pleasing, preserve the character of communities, and enhance the regional strategic goal of maintaining the regional quality of life.  The RCPG encourages planned development in locations least likely to cause environmental impacts, as well as supports the protection of vital resources such as wetlands, groundwater recharge areas, woodlands, production lands, and land containing unique and endangered plants and animals.  While encouraging the implementation of measures aimed at the preservation and protection of recorded and unrecorded cultural resources and archaeological sites, the plan discourages development in areas with steep slopes, high fire, flood and seismic hazards, unless complying with special design requirements.  Finally, the plan encourages mitigation measures that reduce noise in certain locations, measures aimed at preservation of biological and ecological resources, measures that would reduce exposure to seismic hazards, minimize earthquake damage, and develop emergency response and recovery plans.  PAR 2202, in relation to the GMC, is not expected to interfere with attaining these goals.

Consistency with Regional Mobility Element (RMP) and Congestion Management Plan (CMP)

PAR 2202 is consistent with the RMP and CMP since no significant adverse impact to transportation/circulation will result from the proposed project (see “Transportation/Traffic” subsection under “Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant”).

Other CEQA Topics

Potential Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

CEQA Guidelines §15126(c) requires an environmental analysis to consider "any significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved if the proposed action should be implemented."  The Initial Study and this EA identify potential future emission reductions foregone as a potential impact area.  

As can be seen by the information presented in this EA, the proposed project may result in significant air quality impacts due to future emission reductions foregone associated with the loss of potential future trip reductions.  As discussed above in the “Cumulative Impacts” subsection of this chapter, the potential adverse impact would not create irreversible environmental changes or irretrievable commitment of resources.  

Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15126(d) requires an environmental analysis to consider the "growth-inducing impact of the proposed action."  Implementing PAR 2202 will not have a direct or an indirect growth-inducing impact because it has no significant growth inducing or population redistribution effects on population, housing or the economy.
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iNTRODUCTION

This EA provides a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project as required by state CEQA Guidelines.  Alternatives include measures for attaining objectives of the proposed project and provide a means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  A "No Project" alternative must also be evaluated.  The range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice, but need not include every conceivable project alternative.  State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) specifically notes that the range of alternatives required in a CEQA document is governed by a 'rule of reason' and only necessitates that the CEQA document set forth those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice.  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision-making and meaningful public participation.  A CEQA document need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.

SCAQMD Rule 110 (which implements the SCAQMD's certified regulatory program for CEQA) does not impose any greater requirements for a discussion of project alternatives in an environmental assessment than is required for an EIR under CEQA.

ALTERNATIVES rejected as infeasible

A CEQA document should identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6[c]).  These alternatives and the rationale for rejecting them as infeasible are discussed in the following subsections.

Delay AVR Survey Exemption

Delay of exemption does not provide relief to law enforcement agencies that have historically not met the target AVR while in full compliance with the requirements of Rule 2202.  A delay of the exemption would not fulfill the request that the SCAQMD accommodate the distinctive commute habits of these employees when evaluating rideshare plans.  Further, since the proposal’s potential significant adverse air quality effect  is based on conservative assumptions and likely overestimates the impact, a delay in the exemption would not provide a substantial benefit to the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The following proposed alternatives were developed by modifying specific components of the proposed amendments.  The rationale for selecting and modifying specific components of the proposed amendments to generate feasible alternatives for the analysis is based on CEQA's requirement to present "realistic" alternatives; that is, alternatives that can actually be implemented.

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project is constrained by the limited nature of the proposed amendments.  Aside from the exemption of certain law enforcement personnel from the AVR survey requirements, the remaining amendments are administrative in nature and have no potential for adverse environmental impacts.  The objective of the exemption from the AVR survey requirements is to provide immediate relief to facilities with law enforcement personnel.  

Alternative A - No Project Alternative

Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, would mean not adopting PAR 2202

Alternative B - Proposed Project without Exemption for State Officers

Alternative B would include all the components of the proposed amendments, except it would not extend the proposed exemption from the AVR survey requirements to state officers.  There are approximately 300 state officers in the peak commute window that would be eligible for the exemption under the proposed amendment that would not be eligible under Alternative B.

Alternative C - Proposed Project with AVR Target Deficiency Makeup

Alternative C would include all the components of the proposed amendments, except it would require those employers who elect to use the police/sheriff exemption and who after three years did not achieve their target AVR to either: 1) pay monies into the Rule 2202 AQIP in an amount corresponding to the remaining emission reductions necessary to achieve their target AVR (i.e. achieve target AVR through a combination of ECRP and AQIP); or 2) to fully implement one of the other two compliance options (i.e., AQIP or ERS).  Currently, an employer whose rideshare plan is disapproved by SCAQMD has the option of making up the difference (i.e., between actual and target AVR) by means of the Rule 2202 AQIP; Alternative C would make what is currently an option into a requirement.

COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The Initial Study (see Appendix B) identified those environmental topics where the proposed project could cause adverse impacts.  Further evaluation of these topics in Chapter 4 of this EA reveal that only air quality may be significantly affected.  

The following briefly describes the potential adverse air quality impact that may be generated by each project alternative as compared to impacts resulting from implementing the proposed amendments.  The comparison of the air quality impacts for the proposed project and each project alternative is summarized in Table 5-1.

Table 5-1

Comparison of the Emission Reductions Foregone for the Proposed Project and
Each Project Alternative

proposed
project
Alternative A
(No Project)
Alternative B
(Proposed Project without Exemption for Sate Officers)
ALTERNATIVE C
(Proposed Project with AVR Target Deficiency Makeup)

91 lbs/day of VOC emission reductions foregone = Significant
84 lbs/day of NOx emission reductions foregone = Significant
801 lbs/day of CO emission reductions foregone = Significant

1 lbs/day of SOx emission reductions foregone = Not Significant

31 lbs/day of PM10 emission reductions foregone = Not Significant


0 lbs/day of VOC emission reductions foregone = Not Significant
0 lbs/day of NOx emission reductions foregone = Not Significant
0 lbs/day of CO emission reductions foregone = Not Significant

0 lbs/day of Sox emission reductions foregone = Not Significant

0 lbs/day of PM10 emission reductions foregone = Not Significant


88 lbs/day of VOC emission reductions foregone = Significant
81 lbs/day of NOx emission reductions foregone = Significant
771 lbs/day of CO emission reductions foregone = Significant

1 lbs/day of SOx emission reductions foregone = Not Significant

30 lbs/day of PM10 emission reductions foregone = Not Significant


0 lbs/day of VOC emission reductions foregone = Not Significant
0 lbs/day of NOx emission reductions foregone = Not Significant
0 lbs/day of CO emission reductions foregone = Not Significant

0 lbs/day of Sox emission reductions foregone = Not Significant

0 lbs/day of PM10 emission reductions foregone = Not Significant



Alternative A - No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative would have no effect on future trip reductions assumed under Rule 2202.  As such, it would not result in any future emission reductions foregone, although there is no guarantee that the anticipated emission reductions would be realized since attaining the AVR is a goal and not a requirement. 

Alternative B - Proposed Project without Exemption for State Officers

Alternative B would reduce by approximately 300 the number of officers in the peak commute window that would be eligible for the proposed exemption.  Instead of 1,119 vehicle trip reductions possibly foregone (see Chapter 4), there could be approximately 1,077 vehicle trip reductions foregone.  These trip reductions foregone would result in an associated 88 pounds per day of VOC, 81 pounds per day of NOx, 771 pounds per day of CO, 30 pounds per day of PM10, and one pound per day of SOx emission reductions foregone.  Thus, Alternative B would lessen the amount of emission reductions foregone, but not to a level of insignificance (i.e., daily VOC, NOx, and CO emission reductions foregone would still exceed the SCAQMD’s daily significance thresholds for these pollutants).

Alternative C - Proposed Project with AVR Target Deficiency Makeup

Alternative C would have no adverse air quality impact.  Though Alternative C would not mitigate the potential trip reductions foregone due to exempting certain police/sheriff employees, it would ensure that any associated emission reduction deficit is eliminated by another emission reduction strategy.

CONCLUSION

Neither Alternative A nor Alternative C completely satisfies the request that SCAQMD remove certain law enforcement personnel from the AVR survey due to the nature of their field work.  Furthermore, Alternative C would require implementing more measures of certain employers than is currently required by existing Rule 2202.  As a result, under some circumstance Alternative C may not be feasible as defined by CEQA (CEQA Guidelines §15364), which requires taking into account economic, environmental, legal, social, and technological factors.  Alternative B does not reduce the potentially significant adverse air quality impact to an appreciable degree.  No other alternatives have been identified to substantially lessen the potential adverse impact of the proposed project while still achieving the proposed project’s objective.
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To avoid repetition, Proposed Amended Rule 2202 and the Guideline documents are not included here but can be found elsewhere in this Governing Board package.
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C H A P T E R   1  -  P R O J E C T   D E S C R I P T I O N


Introduction


California Environmental Quality Act


Project Location


Project Background 


Project Objective


Project Description

introduction

The California Legislature created the South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) in 1977
 as the agency responsible for developing and enforcing air pollution control rules and regulations in the South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) demonstrating compliance with all federal and state ambient air quality standards for all areas within the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 1997 AQMP as amended in 1999 concluded that major reductions in emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and oxides of nitrogen (NOx) are necessary to attain the air quality standards for ozone and particulate matter (PM10).
Proposed Amended Rule (PAR) 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and Remote Sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the average vehicle ridership (AVR) survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines (Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines and Implementation Guidelines).
This Initial Study, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), identifies “air quality” as the only environmental area that may be significantly adversely affected by the proposed project.  A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to analyze whether the potential air quality impact is significant.  Any other potentially significant adverse environmental impacts identified through this Notice of Preparation/Initial Study process will also be analyzed in the Draft EA.

california environmental quality act

PAR 2202 is a “project” as defined by the CEQA.  CEQA requires that the potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that methods to reduce or avoid identified significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be implemented if feasible.  The purpose of the CEQA process is to inform the SCAQMD's Governing Board, public agencies, and interested parties of potential adverse environmental impacts that could result from implementing the proposed project and to identify feasible mitigation measures when an impact is significant.

The SCAQMD as Lead Agency for the proposed project, has prepared this Initial Study (which includes an Environmental Checklist).  The Environmental Checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's potentially significant adverse environmental impacts.  The Initial Study is also intended to provide information about the proposed project to other public agencies and interested parties prior to the release of the Draft EA.  Written comments on the scope of the environmental analysis will be considered (if received by the SCAQMD during the 30-day review period) when preparing the Draft EA.

project location

The SCAQMD has jurisdiction over an area of 10,473 square miles (referred to hereafter as the district), consisting of the four-county South Coast Air Basin (Basin) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subarea of the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction, is bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east.  The 6,745 square-mile Basin includes all of Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties.  The Riverside County portion of the SSAB and MDAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains in the west and spans eastward up to the Palo Verde Valley.  The federal nonattainment area (known as the Coachella Valley Planning Area) is a subregion of both Riverside County and the SSAB and is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east (Figure 1-1).
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South Coast Air Quality Management District

PROJECT BACKGROUND

Employers subject to Rule 2202 (any employer who employs 250 or more employees at a worksite) are required to implement an emission reduction program related to employee commutes and to meet an annual emission reduction target (ERT), or an AVR target for their site.  Rule 2202 provides employers with a menu of options to reduce mobile source emissions generated from employee commutes.  Employers subject to Rule 2202 may elect to implement any of the following programs:

4. Air Quality Investment Program (AQIP): Employers may elect to participate in a triennial compliance option and invest $125 per employee reporting to the worksite in the peak commute window; or annually invest $60 for each employee reporting to work in the peak commute window. AQIP monies are used to fund emission reduction projects that meet projected emission reduction targets.

5. Emission Reduction Strategies (ERS): The ERS option allows employers to meet their ERT by utilizing various alternative strategies such as old-vehicle scrapping, clean on-road and off-road mobile equipment, peak commute trip reductions, vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions, and parking cash-out.

6. Employee Commute Reduction Program (ECRP): Employers may elect to implement an ECRP.  The program must provide incentives that are likely to result in achieving a specified AVR target within three years.  Employers choosing to implement an ECRP under Rule 2202 are required to designate an Employee Transportation Coordinator (ETC) who is responsible for developing, implementing, monitoring, and marketing the ECRP to their employees. ETC training requires attendance at a one-time (16-hour) AQMD certified training course.

Rule 2202 implementation is guided by two supporting documents: Rule 2202 Implementation Guidelines and Rule 2202 Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines.  The rule and two supporting documents were last amended October 1998.  Since that time, certain emission credit programs and certain data in the supporting documents are no longer applicable.  Additionally, the SCAQMD has been made aware that police officers or sheriffs who work "a beat" have unique commute requirements that make ridesharing impractical.  

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

Based on the above, the objectives of the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are to: 1) update information regarding emission credit programs; 2) ensure consistency among Rule 2202 and supporting documents (i.e., Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines and Implementation Guidelines); and 3) accommodate the unique commute requirements of certain police/sheriff personnel.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 (and corresponding guidelines) are summarized below.  The complete text of the proposed amendments is included in Appendix A of this document.

· Delete the alternative fuel vehicle credits (AFC), as proscribed by the California Air Resources Board’s (CARB) Low Emission Vehicle II (LEV II) Standards, with the exception of Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEVs);

· Delete remote sensing as a strategy option due to the implementation of the Inspection and Maintenance Program (Smog Check II);

· Clarify that annual due dates shall remain permanent unless a formal written request to change the due date is submitted by the employer and approved in writing by the SCAQMD;

· Ensure consistency among Rule 2202 and accompanying guidelines regarding all definitions that pertain to employees or sub-categories of employees;

· Modify the "Special Procedures" section of the ECRP Guidelines regarding extensions, change of ownership, relocation, disapproval appeals and delay review requests and add to the Implementation Guidelines;

· Include language in the Implementation Guidelines regarding other potential sources of credit in meeting ERT;

· Include the existing Emission Factor Tables from the Implementation Guidelines in Rule 2202 beginning with year 2000 through 2010;

· Exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements.  The amended rule would provide an option of including certain police/sheriff employees in the employee count for rule applicability but not in the number of employees in the peak commute window and, thus, exempting them from the AVR survey.  Those companies electing to exclude such employees from the AVR survey and calculations must provide the core ridesharing incentives, such as ridematching and transit information for all employees as well as preferential parking and guaranteed return trips for employees who are ridesharing.
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INTRODUCTION

The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental impacts that may be created by the proposed amendments. 

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:
Proposed Amended Rule 2202 - On-Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options

Lead Agency Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Lead Agency Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

CEQA Contact Person:
Mr. Jonathan D. Nadler    (909) 396-3071

Rule Contact Person:
Mr. Antonio Thomas    (909) 396-3285

Project Sponsor's Name:
South Coast Air Quality Management District

Project Sponsor's Address:
21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

General Plan Designation:
Not applicable

Zoning:
Not applicable

Description of Project:
The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines (Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines and Implementation Guidelines).

Surrounding Land Uses and Setting:
Not applicable

Other Public Agencies Whose Approval is Required:
Not applicable

Environmental Factors Potentially Affected

The following environmental impact areas have been assessed to determine their potential to be affected by the proposed project.  Any checked items represent areas that may be adversely affected by the proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of impacts can be found following the checklist for each area.

(
Aesthetics
(
Geology and Soils
(
Population and Housing

(
Agricultural Resources
(
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
(
Public Services

(
Air Quality
(
Hydrology and Water Quality
(
Recreation

(
Biological Resources
(
Land Use and Planning
(
Solid/Hazardous Waste

(
Cultural Resources
(
Mineral Resources
(
Transportation./Traffic

(
Energy
(
Noise
(
Mandatory Findings

DETERMINATION

On the basis of this initial evaluation:

(
I find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to CEQA Guideline §15252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, there will NOT be significant effects in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed to by the project proponent.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect(s) on the environment, and an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT will be prepared.

(
I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached sheets.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT is required, but it must analyze only the effects that remain to be addressed. 

(
I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided or mitigated pursuant to that earlier ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT, including revisions or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required.

Date:   August 22, 2001

Signature:








Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor – CEQA Section
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  Area Sources

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND DISCUSSION


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






I.
AESTHETICS.  Would the project:






a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista?


(
(
(

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway?


(
(
(

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings?


(
(
(

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area?


(
(
(

I. a) - d): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  The primary effect of the proposed amendments is a loss of future trip reductions and the associated future emission reductions foregone.  There are no requirements as a result of the proposed amendments that require the construction or modification of any buildings or structures, or alteration or addition of lighting.  Thus, the proposed project has no potential to cause a substantial adverse effect on any scenic vistas, substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of any site and its surroundings, or create new sources of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or nighttime views of an area.  As a result, aesthetics will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






II.
AGRICULTURE RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to non- agricultural use?


(
(
(

b)
Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract?  


(
(
(

c)
Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural use?  


(
(
(

II. a) - c): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  The primary effect of the proposed amendments is a loss of future trip reductions and the associated future emission reductions foregone.  There are no requirements as a result of the proposed amendments that require the construction of any buildings or structures.  Consequently, there is no building associated with the proposed project that would convert farmland to other uses, conflict with zoning for agricultural uses, or conflict with a Williamson Act contract.  Further, there are no provisions in the proposed amendments that would affect land use plans, policies, zoning, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  As a result, agriculture resources will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






III.
AIR QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan?


(
(
(

b)
Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation?


(
(
(

c)
Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions that exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?


(
(
(

d)
Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?


(
(
(

e)
Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?


(
(
(

f)
Diminish an existing air quality rule or future compliance requirement resulting in a significant increase in air pollutant(s)?


(
(
(

III. a): Although the proposed will result in a loss of anticipated future emission reductions, it will not obstruct implementation of the AQMP.  Implementing AQMP control measures is an ongoing process and the proposed project will not in any way influence this process.

III. b), c), f): By  exempting certain police/sheriff employees from the AVR survey requirements, an employer’s AVR would be increased without a corresponding decrease in vehicle trips.  The effect of this exemption is that employers may be able to attain their target AVRs with fewer vehicle trip reductions.  Consequently, reductions of NOx, VOC, and CO emissions anticipated under the current rule would be foregone.  The Draft EA will analyze the potential for the loss of previously anticipated emission reductions.  Potential cumulative air quality impacts of these foregone emission reductions will also be evaluated.  

III. d): The proposed project is not expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations.  Any foregone future emission reductions occurring as a result of unrealized trip reductions would be spread throughout the district.  As a result, emission reductions foregone would be spread over the entire district so substantial pollutant concentrations at any on sensitive receptor are not anticipated.

III. e): The proposed project would not generate objectionable odors because the proposed project does not entail the use of odorous substances.  Although some odors may be associated with passenger vehicle emissions, emission reductions foregone will be dispersed throughout the district so odors are not expected to be concentrated in any one area.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IV.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


(
(
(

b)
Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?


(
(
(

c)
Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by §404 of the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means?


(
(
(

d)
Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?


(
(
(

e)
Conflicting with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 


(
(
(

f)
Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 


(
(
(

IV. a) - f): No direct or indirect impacts from the proposed project were identified that could adversely affect plant or animal species or the habitats on which they rely in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  Implementing the proposed amendments does not require the construction of any buildings or structures.  Consequently, the proposed amendments would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  Further, there are no provisions in the proposed amendments that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed project.  Consequently, biological resources will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






V.
CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in §15064.5?


(
(
(

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5?


(
(
(

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature? 


(
(
(

d)
Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries?
(
(
(

V. a) - d): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  The primary effect of the proposed amendments is a loss of future trip reductions and the associated future emission reductions foregone.  There are no provisions of the proposed amendments that require any construction-related activities.  Thus, the proposed project has no potential to cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical or archaeological resource, directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature, or disturb any human remains, including those interred outside a formal cemeteries.  Consequently, cultural resources will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VI.
ENERGY.  Would the project:






a) 
Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?


(
(
(

b) 
Result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems?


(
(
(

c) 
Create any significant effects on local or regional energy supplies and on requirements for additional energy?


(
(
(

d) 
Create any significant effects on peak and base period demands for electricity and other forms of energy?


(
(
(

e) 
Comply with existing energy standards?


(
(
(

VI. a), e): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  There are no provisions in the proposed amendments related in any way to use of generation of energy.  Therefore, the proposed project does not conflict with any energy conservation plans or existing energy standards.

VI. b) – d): There are no provisions in the proposed amendments that would require additional energy, result in the need for new or substantially altered power or natural gas utility systems, or otherwise create significant effects on local or regional energy supplies.  Similarly, the proposed project will not affect in any way peak or base period demands for electricity or other forms of energy. 

Since the proposed project will not increase the demand for any type of energy resource, this issue will not be further addressed in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact

VII.
GEOLOGY AND SOILS.  Would the project:






a)
Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:


(
(
(

· Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fault?
(
(
(

· Strong seismic ground shaking?
(
(
(

· Seismic–related ground failure, including liquefaction?
(
(
(

· Landslides?


(
(
(

b) 
Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil?


(
(
(

c)
Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of the project, and potentially result in on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse?


(
(
(

d)
Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial risks to life or property?


(
(
(

e)
Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of waste water?


(
(
(

VII. a), b): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  Since there is no construction associated with the proposal, its implementation would not result in the erosion of soil, or a change in existing siltation rates.  In addition, the proposed project would not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards because the primary effect of the proposed amendments is a loss of future trip emission reductions.  

VII. c), d): The proposed project does not involve construction.  Thus, there would be no building on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or on expansive soil. 

VII. e): The proposed project does not include or affect in any way septic tanks or alternative water disposal systems.  The proposal does not generate any wastewater. 

Based on the above evaluation, this topic will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






VIII.
HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.  Would the project:






a)
Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials?


(
(
(

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment? 


(
(
(

c) Emit hazardous emissions, or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?


(
(
(

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to Government Code §65962.5 and, as a result, would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?


(
(
(

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


(
(
(

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area?


(
(
(

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan?


(
(
(

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands?


(
(
(

i) Significantly increased fire hazard in areas with flammable materials?


(
(
(

VIII. a), b), g): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  The main effect of the proposed project is a loss of future anticipated trip and associated emission reductions.  The proposed project does not involve the use or generation of hazardous materials.  Thus, implementation of the amendments would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, or through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  Neither are there any provisions of the proposed amendments that would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.

VIII. c), d): The proposed project does not involve an any way handling or use of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials.  Since the proposed project does not involve the use, handling, or disposal of hazardous materials it will not affect in any way any facilities that may be included on a list of sites compiled pursuant to Government Code § 65962.5 and hazard to the public or environment.

VIII. e), f): Although some affected facilities may be located in the vicinity of public or private airports, there are no aspects of the proposed project that could generate safety hazards for people residing or working in the area..  The main effect of the proposed project is a loss of future anticipated trip and associated emission reductions.

VIII. h): The proposed project does not involve or affect the use of flammable materials, nor require the construction of any structures that could cause or be affected by wild land fires. 

Based on the above evaluation, the proposed project is not expected to generate significant adverse hazards impacts.  Therefore, this topic will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






IX.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY.  Would the project:






a)
Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements?


(
(
(

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g. the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted)?


(
(
(

c)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner that would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?


(
(
(

d)
Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner that would result in flooding on- or off-site?


(
(
(

e)
Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff?


(
(
(

f)
Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?


(
(
(

g)
Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation map?


(
(
(

h)
Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows?  


(
(
(

i)
Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam?


(
(
(

j)
Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow?


(
(
(

k)
Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality Control Board?


(
(
(

l)
Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(

m)
Require or result in the construction of new storm water drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects?


(
(
(

n)
Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed?


(
(
(

o)
Require in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project's projected demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments?


(
(
(

IX. a) - e) and k) – o): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  The proposed project has no provision that affect hydrology and water resources in any way.  Thus, implementation of the proposed amendments would not require the construction of additional water resource facilities, the need for new or expanded water entitlements, or an alteration of drainage patterns.  The project would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge.  The proposed amendments would not create or contribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff, violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements, or otherwise substantially degrade water quality.

IX. g) – j): The proposed project does not involve construction of any structures.  Consequently, there are no components of the proposed project that would place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area or expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving flooding or inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow. 

Based on the above evaluation, water resources will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






X.
LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the project:






a)
Physically divide an established community?


(
(
(

b)
Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect?


(
(
(

c)
Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation or natural community conservation plan?


(
(
(

X. a) - c): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.

There are no provisions of the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposed amendments.  The proposed project would not affect in any way habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  

Since land use and planning would not be adversely affected by the proposed project, this topic will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XI.
MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the project:






a)
Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state?


(
(
(

b)
Result in the loss of availability of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan?


(
(
(

XI. a), b): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  There are no provisions of the proposed project that have any effect on mineral resources.  Thus, the proposed project would not result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource of value to the region and the residents of the state, or of a locally-important mineral resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use plan.  Consequently, mineral resources will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XII.
NOISE.  Would the project result in:






a)
Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies?


(
(
(

b)
Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels? 


(
(
(

c)
A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


(
(
(

d)
A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project?


(
(
(

e)
For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

f)
For a project within the vicinity of a private airship, would the project expose people residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels?


(
(
(

XII. a) - f): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  The primary effect of the proposed amendments is a loss of future trip reductions and the associated future emission reductions foregone.  The proposed amendments do not alter any requirements associated with air pollution control equipment or other noise producing equipment, or require the construction of any structures that could generate noise impacts.  Thus, there is potential noise or ground vibration impact associated with the proposed project and this topic will not be further discussed in the Draft EA. 


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIII.
POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the project:






a)
Induce substantial growth in an area either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (e.g. through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?


(
(
(

b)
Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


(
(
(

c)
Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?


(
(
(

XIII. a) - c): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  Human population in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated to grow regardless of implementing the proposed project.  The proposal would not result in the creation of any industry that would induce or inhibit population growth or distribution.  Because the proposed project has no effect on population growth or distribution, the proposed amendments would not directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family housing units.  Accordingly, no significant adverse impacts on human population or housing are expected and these topics will not be further discussed in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XIV. 
 PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the proposal result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered government facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the following public services:







a)
Fire protection?
(
(
(


b)
Police protection?
(
(
(


c)
Schools?
(
(
(


d)
Parks?
(
(
(


e)
Other public facilities?
(
(
(

XIV. a), b): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  As indicated in the responses to other checklist topics, the proposed project does not involve the use or generation of hazardous materials that, in the event of an accidental release, would require a response by local fire or police departments.  

XIV. c), d): The proposed project does not induce or redistribute population growth that would require new or expanded school or park resources.  

XIV. e): The main effect of the proposed project is a loss of future anticipated trip and associated emission reductions.  The proposal would not result in the need for new or physically altered government facilities in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times or other performance objectives. 

Since public services would not be adversely affected by the proposed project, this topic will not be further discussed in the Draft EA

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XV.
RECREATION.  






a)
Would the project increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the facility would occur or be accelerated.?


(
(
(

b)
Does the project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment?


(
(
(

XV. a) - c): As discussed under “Land Use” above, there are no provisions to the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations are determined by local governments; no land use or planning requirements will be altered by the proposal.  The proposed project has no provisions that affect recreation in any way.  As previously noted, proposed project does not induce or redistribute population growth in any way.  Thus, the proposed project would not increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or other recreational facilities or include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that might have an adverse physical effect on the environment.  Based on these considerations, recreation will not be further evaluated in the Draft EA.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVI.
SOLID/HAZARDOUS WASTE.  Would the project:






a)
Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs?


(
(
(

b)
Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid and hazardous waste?


(
(
(

XVI. a), b) The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.  The main effect of the proposed project is a loss of future anticipated trip and associated emission reductions.  The proposed project has no provisions that generate solid or hazardous wastes.  Thus, the proposed amendments have no potential to increase the volume of solid or hazardous wastes, require additional waste disposal capacity, or generate waste that does not meet applicable local, state, or federal regulations.  Since there would be no affect on solid/hazardous waste generation by implementation of the proposed project, this topic will not be further discussed in the Draft EA

Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVII.
TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC.  Would the project:






a)
Cause an increase in traffic which is substantial in relation to the existing traffic load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increase in either the number of vehicle trips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or congestion at intersections)?


(
(
(

b) Exceed, either individually or cumulatively, a level of service standard established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads or highways?


(
(
(

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks?


(
(
(

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g. sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g. farm equipment)?


(
(
(

e)
Result in inadequate emergency access?


(
(
(

f)
Result in inadequate parking capacity?


(
(
(

g)
Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?


(
(
(

XVII. a), b): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would delete outdated information regarding alternative fuel vehicle credits and remote sensing, exempt certain police/sheriff or other specified law enforcement officers from the AVR survey requirements, and provide consistency between the rule and supporting guidelines.

The addition of a "Police/Sheriff" employee category allows companies to include certain police or sheriff personnel in the employee count for rule applicability, but not include these personnel in the number of employees in the peak commute window (i.e., exempt them from the AVR survey).  Those companies electing to exclude such employees from the AVR survey and calculations must provide the core ridesharing incentives.  These include, at a minimum, ridematching and transit information for all employees as well as preferential parking and guaranteed return trips for employees who are ridesharing.

Based on ridesharing data received by the SCAQMD for some jurisdictions, the personnel for which the proposed "police/sheriff" employee category provision may be applicable currently do not typically rideshare.  Thus, the proposed amendments would not alter (i.e., worsen) existing traffic levels or levels of service.  The proposal would, however, not achieve the anticipated reduction in work commute trips associated with these employers in the event that their AVR targets were ultimately reached.  

The potential impact of not achieving the anticipated vehicle trip reductions is not considered significant for the following reasons.  First, as stated above, the proposed amendments would have no affect on existing traffic levels or levels of service.  Second, Rule 2202 requires an employer’s ECRP program to provide incentives to employees that are intended to achieve their AVR target within three years.  As a result, those police or sheriff departments that currently meet their AVR targets will likely continue to do so.  Finally, the approximately 8,000 employees that may be excluded from the AVR survey and possibly not reduce their vehicle trips would likely have no affect on traffic levels because the vehicle trips associated with these employees are spread throughout the area of SCAQMD’s jurisdiction.  The district encompasses 10,473 square miles; the reduction of approximately 2,000 vehicle trips (approximately 8,000 employees meeting a 1.5 AVR) throughout such a large area is insignificant.

XVII. c): The effect of the proposed project is a loss of future anticipated on-road vehicle trip reductions; the proposed project would have no effect on air traffic patterns.

XVII. d): The proposed project does not involve either directly or indirectly the construction of roadways that may increase hazards due to design features such as sharp curves, etc. 

XVII. e, f): Since the proposed project primarily affects daily commute trips, i.e., loss of future anticipated daily commute trip reductions, it will not be any way affect emergency access or parking capacity at any facility.

XVII. g): Removing sheriffs or police from the AVR calculation is being proposed because, for some jurisdictions, these categories of employees typically have a low rate of carpooling, using mass transit, etc.  However, employers that continue using trip reductions as a Rule 2202 compliance option must still provide incentives to employees to achieve their target AVR.  Consequently, the proposed project is not expected to conflict with or hinder in any way policies, plans, or programs supporting alternative transportation.


Potentially Significant Impact
Less Than Significant Impact
No Impact






XVIII. 
MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE.






a)
Does the project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or animal or eliminate important examples of the major periods of California history or prehistory?


(
(
(

b) Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but cumulatively considerable?  ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)


(
(
(

c)
Does the project have environmental effects that will cause substantial adverse effects on human beings, either directly or indirectly?
(
(
(

XVIII. a) - c):  Based on the responses to the items in this checklist, the proposed project may result in significant adverse air quality impacts. The Draft EA will analyze the potential for the loss of previously anticipated emission reductions, including the potential cumulative air quality impacts of these foregone emission reductions.  

The proposed project is not expected to result in significant adverse impacts relative to any other environmental topic.

I N I T I A L   S T U D Y

A P P E N D I X   A

P R O P OS E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E   2 2 0 2  -  O N   R O A D  -  M O  T O R
V E H I C L E   M I T I G A T I O N    O P T I O N S


P R O P OS E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E   2 2 0 2   I M P L E M N T A T I O N
G U I D E L I N E S

P R O P OS E D   A M E N D E D   R U L E   2 2 0 2   E M P L O Y E E   C O M M U T E R E D U C T I O N    P R O G R A M   G U I D E L I N E S

N O T E:

Since the proposed amended rule and guideline documents are included as Appendix A of the EA, they are not repeated in Appendix A of the Initial Study.

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

A P P E N D I X   C

V E H I C L E   T R I P   A N D   E M I S S I O N   R E D U C T I O N   F O R G O N E 
C A L C U L A T I O N   M E T H O D O L O G I E S


PAR 2202
METHODOLOGY TO CALCULATE
potential Vehicle Trip Reductions Foregone

· 85% of employees working at dedicated Police Stations are Police/Sheriff Officers who could be impacted by the amendments.

· Achieved Average Vehicle Riderships (AVRs) used in the calculations were from the previous year trip reduction plans for each work site, instead of the Rule 2202 default value of 1.10.

· Percentage of employees reporting to work during the window was based on previous year trip reduction plan submittals as follows:


54%
Los Angeles Police Department sites


43%
Los Angeles County sites


43%
San Bernardino sites


66%
Cities in Los Angeles County


73%
Cities in Orange County


57%
Cities in Riverside County


80%
Cities in San Bernardino County

Proposed Project 

Assuming AVR attainment of 1.50 (required rule AVR target)

8,000 employees  =  5,333 vehicles

1.5

Trips Reduced  =  8,000 - 5,333  =  2,667

Assuming AVR attainment of 1.24 (baseline [average attainment for affected sites])

8,000 employees  =  6,452 vehicles

1.24

Trips Reduced  =  8,000 - 6,452  =  1,548

Target – Baseline = Project Impact

2,667 – 1,548 = 1,119 vehicle trip reductions foregone

Alternative B

Assuming AVR attainment of 1.50 (required rule AVR target)

7,700 employees  =  5,133 vehicles

1.5

Trips Reduced  =  7,7000 - 5,333  =  2,567

Assuming AVR attainment of 1.24 (baseline [average attainment for affected sites])

7,700 employees  =  6,210 vehicles

1.24

Trips Reduced  =  7,700 - 6,210  =  1,490

Target – Baseline = Project Impact

2,567 – 1,490 = 1,077 vehicle trip reductions foregone

PAR 2202
POTENTIAL emission reductions foregone

Number of Trips Foregone

Vehicle Miles Traveled

Proposed Project
1119

30

Alternative B
1077



Mobile Source Emission Factors for 2002 Projects in SCAQMD

Passenger Vehicle (<8500 pounds)

(pounds per mile)

ROG
CO
NOx
PM10
SOx

0.00271
0.02387
0.00250
0.00010
0.00002

  To maximize mobile source emission impacts, ROG, NOx and PM10 emission factors derived from CARB’s EMFAC 2000 (ver.2.02) Wintertime Emissions Inventory while emission factors for CO and SOx are derived from Summertime Emissions Inventory.

Potential Emission Reductions Foregone (lbs/day)

VOC
CO
NOx
PM10*
SOx







Proposed
Project




91
801
84
31
1







Alternative
B




88
771
81
30
1

  Emissions = EF x TF x VMT, where:
EF = emission factor; TF = trips foregone; VMT = vehicle miles traveled
  Mobile source emissions calculations based on Year 2002 emission factors derived from CARBs’ EMFAC 2000 (version 2.02).  (Note: emission factors currently in use under Rule 2202 are CARB’s EMFAC7F.)

  * PM10 includes entrained fugitive dust from vehicle travel on paved roads.  Entrained fugitive dust calculated using CARB’s statewide emission factor of 825.5 pounds per 106 vehicle miles traveled.

�  The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safety Code, §§40400-40540).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).


� Rule 2202 replaced Rule 1501 – Work Trip Reduction Plans, and Rule 1501.1 – Alternatives to Work Trip Reduction Plans, which were repealed by the SCAQMD Governing Board on December 8, 1995 (i.e., the day Rule 2202 was adopted).  CEQA analyses had previously been prepared for these rules and amendments to these rules where appropriate.


� It should be noted that in 1999 and 2000 Houston, Texas exceeded the federal ozone standards on more occasions than the district and reported the highest ozone concentrations in the nation.


� Rule 2202 only accounts for reductions in VOC, NOx, and CO emissions.  This environmental analysis, however, also considers the proposed amendments’ effect on Rule 2202’s reductions of SOx and PM10 emissions.  The potential SOx and PM10 emission reductions foregone do not exceed the SCAQMD’s CEQA significance thresholds for these pollutants (Table 4-2).


� Based on EMFAC 2000 emission factors, implementation of Rule 2202 achieved a reduction in the year 2000 of 3.40 tons of VOC per day, 4.04 tons of NOx per day, and 38.01 tons of CO per day.


�  The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, 1976 Cal. Stats., ch 324 (codified at Health & Safety Code, §§40400-40540).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).
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