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PREFACE

The Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 – On-Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options was originally circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period from August 13, 2003 to September 26, 2003.  A total of four comment letters were received.  Based upon public input, staff revised the project description, which substantially modified the conclusions in the draft EA.  Because the modifications to the proposed project met the criteria for recirculation of a draft CEQA document in §15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, the draft EA was revised to evaluate the changes to the proposed project and recirculated for a 45-day public review and comment period beginning November 25, 2003 and ending on January 8, 2003.  No comment letters were received on the revised draft EA.  Any deletions or additions to the text of this Final EA are denoted using strikethrough and italics, respectively.

C H A P T E R   1

O V E R V I E W 
Introduction

California Environmental Quality Act

Related CEQA Documentation for PAR 2202
Intended Uses of this Document

Areas of Controversy

Revisions to the August 2003 Draft EA

Executive Summary

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 in portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB), referred to collectively as the district.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) which outlines plans and programs to achieve compliance with national and state ambient air quality standards for all areas within the district
.  The SCAQMD must then adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 2003 AQMP 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).  
On December 8, 1995, in response to state legislation prohibiting the mandatory submittal of trip reduction plans, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted Rule 2202 as a replacement rule that did not mandate trip reduction plan submittals yet allowed the SCAQMD to maintain its emission reductions commitments in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) pursuant to federal and state Clean Air Act requirements.  Rule 2202 provides affected employers with a menu of flexible and cost-effective mobile source emission reduction options to implement and meet their emission reduction targets.  Rule 2202 also allows affected employers the option of implementing a traditional trip reduction program as an alternative compliance option under the rule. 
SCAQMD staff are proposing amendments to Rule 2202 to update on-road mobile source emission factors to make them consistent with the most currently approved version of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) EMFAC model (EMFAC 2002); allow inter-pollutant crediting as a compliance option; and allow an exclusion of federal field agents from AVR surveys.

CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT 

Proposed amended Rule (PAR) 2202 is a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) [California Public Resources Code §21065] and the SCAQMD is the designated lead agency for the proposed project.  California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies, such as the SCAQMD, with certified 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.

An environmental impact is defined as an impact to the physical conditions which exist within the area which would be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic significance.  CEQA and SCAQMD Rule 110 both require that potential adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental impacts of these projects be identified.  
The preliminary evaluation of environmental impacts from implementing the proposed amendments to PAR 2202 identified air quality as a potential significant adverse impact due to the proposed addition of the inter-pollutant crediting provision as a compliance option.  As a result, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a draft EA for PAR 2202, including the Initial Study (IS), was prepared and distributed to public agencies and interested parties for a 30-day review and comment period from April 3, 2003, to May 2, 2003.  Potential adverse impacts to other environmental areas were not identified in the IS.  No comment letters were received on the preliminary environmental analysis in the NOP/IS during the 30-day public review and comment period identifying other areas of concern.  
The August 2003 draft EA for the July 15, 2003 version of the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 was prepared and circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period from August 13, 2003, to September 26, 2003.  A total of four comment letters were received.  Based upon public input, staff has revised the project description, which substantially modified the conclusions in the draft EA.  Because the modifications to the proposed project meet the criteria for recirculation of a draft CEQA document in §15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, the draft EA has been was revised to evaluate these changes to the proposed project and is being was re-circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period between November 25, 2003 and January 8, 2003.
All comments received during the public comment period on the analysis presented in this revised draft EA will be responded to and included in the Final EA.  No comments were received on the analysis in the revised draft 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 proposed rule amendments.  

RELATED CEQA documentation for pAr 2202
This revised draft Final EA is a comprehensive environmental document which analyzes the air quality impacts associated with the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 as modified.  SCAQMD rules, as ongoing regulatory programs, are periodically revised 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 document which comprises the CEQA record for the currently proposed amendments to Rule 2202 is the April 2003 NOP/IS which was circulated for public review between April 3, 2003 and May 2, 2003.  A copy of this IS can be found in Appendix A.  
Other CEQA Documents for Rule 2202

Rule 2202 has been amended four times since its adoption in 1995.  Several previous environmental analyses have been prepared to analyze these past amendments to the rule.  The following summaries of previous CEQA documents prepared for Rule 2202 since its adoption in 1995 are included for informational purposes only.  This revised draft EA focuses on the currently proposed amendments and does not rely on any previously prepared environmental documents. 
Environmental Assessment for Rule 2202 – On Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options, December 1995:  In December 1995, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted Rule 2202 – On-Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options, and rescinded Rules 1501 and 1501.1 based on state legislation which prohibited air districts from requiring trip reductions through trip reduction rules.  Although Rules 1501 and 1501.1 required trip reduction programs to reduce mobile source emissions, these rules also reduced traffic and were frequently referred to as congestion management programs.  A Final EA evaluating the air quality impacts associated with this action was prepared and circulated for a 30-day public review and comment period.  
Supplemental Environmental Assessment for Rule 2202 – On Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options, March 1996:  In March 1996, Rule 2202 was amended to exempt school districts from having to meet their emission reduction targets (ERTs) based on financial hardship.  A Supplemental EA was prepared to evaluate the potential air quality and transportation impacts associated with this amendment and circulated for a 30-day public review and comment period.  
Notice of Exemption for Rule 2202 – On Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options, November 1996:  In November 1996, Rule 2202 was amended to be consistent with state law.  Employers with less than 250 employees were exempt from complying with Rule 2202 for a period of no less than one year while a voluntary rideshare program was being evaluated.  If the voluntary rideshare program was found to result in equivalent emission reductions, the exemption would be permanent.  The SCAQMD prepared a Notice of Exemption (NOE) for this amendment.
Notice of Exemption for Rule 2202 – On Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options, October 1998:  In October 1998, Rule 2202 was amended pursuant to state law, which permanently raised the worksite applicability threshold from 100 to 250 or more employees.  The SCAQMD prepared a NOE for this amendment.
Environmental Assessment for Rule 2202 – On Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options, January 2002:  In January 2002, Rule 2202 was amended to update program information, exempt specific police and sheriff personnel from average vehicle ridership (AVR) survey requirements, and clarify language in the supporting guidance documents.  An EA was prepared to evaluate the potential air quality impacts associated with this amendment and circulated for a 45-day public review and comment period.  
Intended Uses of this document

A CEQA document is an informational document intended to advise public agency decision-makers, and the public in general, of the potentially significant adverse environmental effects of a proposed project, identify possible ways to avoid or minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project (CEQA Guidelines §15121(a)).  Decision-makers must consider the information in a CEQA document prior to making a decision on the project.  Accordingly, this revised draft Final EA is intended to: (a) provide the SCAQMD Governing Board and the public with information on the environmental effects of PAR 2202; and (b) be used as a tool by the SCAQMD Governing Board to facilitate decision making on the proposed rule.
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 and county planning commissions, are responsible for making land use and planning decisions related to projects that must comply with the proposed amendments to Rule 2202, they could possibly rely on this revised draft Final EA during their decision-making process.  Similarly, other single purpose public agencies approving projects at facilities that must comply with the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 may also rely on this revised draft Final EA.

AREAS OF CONTROVERSY

CEQA Guidelines §15123(b)(2) requires a public agency to identify areas of controversy, including issues raised by other agencies and the public.  No written comments, or comments at the public workshops, were received on the environmental analysis in the NOP/IS during the public review and comment period between April 3, 2003 and May 2, 2003.  
The SCAQMD did receive four comments on the August 2003 draft EA circulated between August 13, 2003 and September 26, 2003 for public review and comment.  These comments focus on the provision of the proposed amendments which required employers participating in the ECRP program to achieve a regional average AVR of 1.5 (mandatory requirement), instead of continuing with a good faith effort to meet their AVR goal.  The SCAQMD received comments suggesting that requiring mandatory AVR attainment would create a disincentive for employers to continue with the ECRP compliance option.  Instead employers would choose either the AQIP or ERS compliance options.  As a result, the losses in trip reduction programs would result in increased transportation/traffic impacts.

The mandatory AVR component of the July 15, 2003 version of the proposed rule amendments has been deleted and the new rule language does not include this requirement.  Deleting the mandatory AVR attainment provision eliminates this issue of potential transportation/traffic impacts .  No other areas of controversy have been identified by the SCAQMD or the public.
REVISIONS TO THE AUGUST 2003 DRAFT EA
Table 1-1 outlines the revisions to the August 2003 draft EA.

TABLE 1-1
REVISIONS TO THE AUGUST 2003 DRAFT EA

	Chapter
	Section
	August 2003 
Draft EA
	Revised Draft EA

	1
	CEQA
	General discussion of CEQA requirements.
	New discussion about revised draft EA.

	1
	Areas of Controversy
	None identified.
	Summary of the previously identified areas of controversy.

	1
	Revisions to the August 2003 draft EA.
	Not applicable.
	New section summarizing the revisions to the August 2003 draft EA.

	2
	Project description.
	Proposed rule amendments at the time.
	Updated to reflect the current proposed rule amendments.

	3
	Baseline emissions for PAR 2202
	EMFAC 7F and EMFAC 2002 emission factors.
	EMFAC 2002 emission factors were revised.

	4
	Air quality analysis
	SCAQMD air quality significance thresholds (Table 4-1).
	Table 4-1 was updated to be consistent with the 2003 AQMP Final EIR. 

	4
	Air quality analysis
	Operational emissions: Included an analysis for the requirement for mandatory 1.5 regional average AVR attainment.
	Operational emissions: Deleted the analysis for the requirement for mandatory 1.5 AVR attainment, and modified the analysis to reflect the revised EMFAC 2002 emission factors.  The overall conclusions of significance did not change; however, the level of significance increased.

	5
	Alternatives
	Description and analysis of two alternatives to the proposed project at the time.
	Alternative B in the August 2003 draft EA is now the current project description, and the proposed project in the August 2003 draft EA is now the new Alternative B.

	5
	Alternatives
	Analysis of three alternatives to the proposed project at the time.
	Revised analysis based on the changes to the alternatives.  Alternative B includes a mandatory 1.5 regional average AVR attainment requirement.


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
CEQA Guidelines §15123 requires a CEQA document to include a brief summary of the proposed action and its consequences.  This revised draft Final EA consists of the following chapters: Chapter 1 – Overview; Chapter 2 – Project Description; Chapter 3 – Existing Setting, Chapter 4 – Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures; Chapter 5 – Project Alternatives; Chapter 6 – Other CEQA Topics; and various appendices.  The following subsections briefly summarize the contents of each chapter.

Summary of Chapter 1 

Chapter 1 includes an introduction to the proposed project, the applicability of CEQA to the proposed project, related CEQA documentation for PAR 2202, a discussion of the legislative authority that allows the SCAQMD to develop and adopt air pollution control rules, the intended uses for this CEQA document, the areas of controversy, the revisions to the August 2003 draft EA, and a summary of the six chapters that comprise this revised draft Final EA.

Summary of Chapter 2 
Chapter 2 includes the project location, background, project objectives, an overview of existing Rule 2202 requirements and a detailed discussion of the proposed project.  Since Rule 2202 is an existing SCAQMD program, the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are the proposed project.  A summary of the major provisions of the current proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are outlined below.  Unless specifically stated, all other aspects of the current Rule 2202 will remain the same. 
A detailed discussion of the project description is located in Chapter 2 and the draft rule amendment language is included as Appendix B.  
Requirements

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 expand the type of on-road motor vehicle mitigation options in the AQIP and ERS programs by adding the ability to use the following credit programs to meet their ERT:
· Area Source Credits (ASCs) – The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 add the ability to use ASCs in accordance with the provisions of SCAQMD Regulation XXV – Intercredit Trading, to meet a facility’s ERT.
· RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) – The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 add the ability to use RTCs that were generated prior to the date of adoption of the proposed rule amendments in accordance with the pilot credit generation programs under SCAQMD Regulations XVI and XXV, Mobile Source Offset Programs and Intercredit Trading, respectively.  Upon rule adoption, persons choosing to use RTCs from pilot credit generation program rules (e.g. Rules 1631, 1632, 1633, 1634, etc.) must meet other conditions as specified under Rule 2202. 
· Inter-pollutant Crediting - The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 add a compliance option which will allow employers to use surplus VOC and NOx emission reduction credits to meet their worksite’s CO emission reduction target in accordance with specific crediting ratios (e.g. one pound of VOC for 10 pounds of CO [1:10] - one pound of NOx for six pounds of CO [1:6]).  [The name of this additional compliance option was modified from “trading” (used in the Initial Study) to “crediting” to reflect a more appropriate description of the action proposed within this program.]

Exemptions

· The Employee Commute Reduction Program (ECRP) is not an exemption from Rule 2202, but rather an alternative compliance option under the rule, wherein any employer may elect to implement an ECRP to reduce on-road mobile source emissions by decreasing the number of work related daily commute trips by employees.  The existing rule allows employers to make a good faith effort to achieve their location-specific target AVR.  The current proposed amendments allow employers who are unable to meet their target AVR, to obtain ECRP offsets (e.g. pay into AQIP or surrender equivalent emission reduction credits (ERCs)) or demonstrate their participation in a variety of performance requirements/enhanced good faith determination elements maintained during the Plan compliance year.  Either of these conditions will meet the compliance requirements of Rule 2202.  The performance requirements/enhanced good faith effort determination elements are discussed further in Chapter 2, Table 2-1.
· The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 will include an option to allow Federal Law Enforcement employers to exclude “field agents” from their employee AVR surveys.  This option is not an exemption from Rule 2202, it is an exclusion from one provision of the Rule; participation in AVR surveys.  Federal field agent is defined in Section (d)(7) of the rule as “…any employee who is employed by any federal entity whose main responsibility is National Security and performs field enforcement and/or investigative functions…”.  
Fees
Employers will continue to be subject to the fee schedules outlined in SCAQMD Rules 308 and/or 311. 

Changes to the Implementation/ECRP Guidelines

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 will include the following primary changes to the supporting compliance documents for Rule 2202.  The detailed changes are outlined in Chapter 2.
· Updating the emission factors used for compliance with the rule, from the CARB EMFAC 7F model to the CARB EMFAC 2002 model.  
· Adds a discussion of the new performance requirements for employers not able to meet their worksite-specific target AVR, and how these performance requirements are to be incorporated into an ECRP. 
Summary of Chapter 3 

CEQA Guidelines §15125 requires that a CEQA document include a description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project as it exists at the time the environmental analysis begins.  This environmental setting will normally constitute the baseline physical conditions by which a lead agency determines whether an impact is significant.  Chapter 3 describes the existing setting for air quality which was the only environmental topic area identified to require further evaluation.

Air Quality

Air quality in the district has improved over the last two decades; however, some federal and state air quality standards are still exceeded frequently and by a wide margin.  The South Coast Air Basin is designated as an “extreme” nonattainment area for ozone.  Of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) established for six criteria pollutants (ozone, lead, sulfur dioxide (SO2), NO2, CO and PM10), the SCAQMD is in attainment with CO, SO2, NO2 and lead standards.  It should be noted however, that since VOC and NOx are precursors to ozone, in order to reach attainment for ozone, further reductions of VOC and NOx are required.  Chapter 3 provides an overview 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 

CEQA Guidelines §15126.2 require that a CEQA document identify and focus on the potential significant environmental effects of a proposed project, mitigation measures which could minimize significant adverse impacts, and the environmental effects which although mitigated, cannot be reduced to a level of insignificance. 
Air Quality

Chapter 4 of this revised draft Final EA includes an air quality analysis of the following components of the proposed amendments to Rule 2202.  
1. UPDATING EMISSION FACTORS – Updating mobile source emission factors used for the Rule 2202 program (e.g. from EMFAC 7F to EMFAC 2002 emission factors) will produce beneficial air quality effects;
2. INTER-POLLUTANT CREDITING FOR AQIP AND ERS PROGRAMS - Potential CO emission reductions foregone as a result of the addition of the inter-pollutant crediting compliance program will exceed the SCAQMD’s CO significance threshold; and
3. EXCLUSION OF FEDERAL FIELD AGENTS FROM AVR SURVEYS - The potential loss of future trip reductions due to the exclusion of federal field agents from ECRP AVR surveys will result in a loss of associated future emission reductions foregone.  
Table 1-2 presents a summary of the discussion in Chapter 4. 
Table 1-2
Summary of Air Quality Impacts and Mitigation Measures
	PAR 2202 Provisions
	Significant?
	Mitigation Measures

	Updating emission factors from EMFAC 7F to EMFAC 2002.
	No, will produce an air quality benefit.
	None required.

	Potential CO emission reductions foregone from inter-pollutant crediting.
	Yes
	The SCAQMD will be required to monitor CO emissions inventories and revisit the inter-pollutant crediting provision of this rule if CO attainment is jeopardized.  Still significant after implementing mitigation measures.

	Exclusion of federal field agents from AVR surveys. 
	Contributes to CO impacts.  No other air quality impacts.
	None identified for CO impacts.  None required for other criteria pollutants.  


Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not To Be Significant

Chapter 4 also includes the potential environmental impacts found not to be significant based on the preliminary evaluation performed in the IS.  The April 2003 IS for PAR 2202 included an environmental checklist of 17 environmental topics evaluated for potential adverse impacts from the proposed project.  The IS concluded that potential air quality impacts required further evaluation, and that the proposed project was determined to have no significant direct or indirect adverse effects on the remaining 16 environmental topics.  No comments were received on the IS, which would alter this conclusion.  As concluded in the IS, the following environmental areas will not be significantly adversely affected by PAR 2202 and are therefore not evaluated in this revised draft Final EA: 
(  aesthetics


(  geology/soils



(  public services

(  agriculture resources

(  hydrology and water quality

(  noise

(  biological resources

(  land use and planning


(  cultural resources

(  mineral resources


(  solid/hazardous waste


(  population and housing (  recreation


(  hazards and hazardous materials

(  energy
(  transportation/traffic
Consistency

Chapter 4 also includes a discussion of consistency between the proposed project and relevant regional plans.  The SCAQMD and the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) have developed, with input from representatives of local government, industry, community, public health agencies, EPA Region IX and the California Air Resource Board (CARB), guidance on how to assess consistency with the general development planning process in the Basin.  Chapter 4 includes a discussion demonstrating consistency between PAR 2202 and relevant regional plans in accordance with SCAG and SCAQMD guidelines.  

Summary of Chapter 5 

CEQA Guidelines §15126.6 require an environmental document to describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.  
Two alternatives to the proposed project, including the “No Project” alternative, are discussed in detail in Chapter 5.  
Summary of Chapter 6 

CEQA Guidelines §15126 require environmental documents to include a discussion about potential significant irreversible environmental changes and potential growth-inducing impacts.  This discussion is provided in Chapter 6 and concludes that the proposed project is not expected to result in irreversible environmental changes, or foster economic or population growth.

C H A P T E R   2

P R O J E C T   D E S C R I P T I O N 

Project Location

Background

Project Objective
Overview of Existing Rule 2202 Requirements

Project Description (Proposed Amendments)
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) (Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties) and the Riverside County portions of the SSAB and the MDAB.  The Basin, which is a subregion 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 Riverside County portion of the SSAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to 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 Riverside County and the SSAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east.  The entire district is shown in Figure 2-1.
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Figure 2-1
South Coast Air Quality Management District
Background

In 1987 and 1995 the SCAQMD adopted Rule 1501 - Work Trip Reduction Plans, and Rule 1501.1 - Alternatives to Work Trip Reduction Plans, respectively.  Rules 1501 and 1501.1 were adopted to specifically require employers with 100 or more employees at a worksite to develop trip reduction plans to reduce mobile source emissions from commute trips.  These rules were adopted in order to comply with state and federal requirements for extreme nonattainment areas.  While the intent of these rules was to reduce mobile source emissions, they also indirectly reduced traffic congestion.
In 1995 state legislation was passed prohibiting the implementation of mandatory trip reduction plans.  As a result, SCAQMD Rules 1501 and 1501.1 were repealed (December 8, 1995).  To make up for the emission reduction shortfall resulting from repealing Rules 1501 and 1501.1, Rule 2202 was subsequently adopted.  Rule 2202 provides employers with a broad range of options to achieve mobile source emission reductions comparable to those that would have been achieved under Rules 1501 and 1501.1.  Under Rule 2202, employers can choose from a variety of on-road motor vehicle mitigation options such as mobile source emission reduction credits (MSERCs), short-term emission reduction credits (STERCs), area source credits (ASCs), the air quality investment program (AQIP), or other emission reduction strategies (ERS) to comply with the requirements of the rule.  Operators at worksites implementing an employee commute reduction program (ECRP) as an alternative compliance option, are required to designate an Employee Transportation Coordinator (ETC) who is responsible for developing, implementing, monitoring and marketing the ECRP.  
The passage of SB 836 directed the SCAQMD to increase the employee compliance threshold in Rule 2202 from 100 to 250.  Rule 2202 was amended in 1996 to restrict the applicability of the rule to employers who employ 250 or more employees at a worksite, and permanently exempted worksites with fewer than 250 employees.  Subsequent amendments to Rule 2202 included exempting school districts from the rule due to financial hardship (1996) and exempting specific police and sheriff personnel from AVR surveys (2001).  
The current version of Rule 2202 requires any employer who employs 250 or more employees at a worksite to implement a mobile source emission reduction program that will obtain emission reductions that are equivalent to the worksite specific mobile source ERT.  ERTs are the annual VOC, NOx and CO emissions required to be reduced based generally on the number of employees who report to the worksite within a specific peak commute time period and the employee emission reduction factor (pounds per year per employee) as determined in the Rule 2202 Implementation Guidelines.  
Project Objective

The primary objectives of the proposed project include:

1. Updating the on-road mobile source emission factors used to calculate mobile source emissions from EMFAC 7F to the most currently approved version of CARB’s EMFAC model, EMFAC 2002;

2. Provide additional compliance flexibility by allowing AQIP and ERS participants to comply with their ERTs through the use of inter-pollutant crediting; and
3. Exclude federal law enforcement field agents from having to be included in AVR surveys.

OVERVIEW OF EXISTING RULE 2202 REQUIREMENTS 

In general, Rule 2202 applies to all worksites that have 250 or more employees.  The employers at these worksites are required to achieve on-road mobile source emission reductions comparable to what would have been achieved under Rules 1501 and 1501.1.  Rule 2202 offers a broad range of compliance options to reduce these mobile source emissions.

The emission factors used in the current version of Rule 2202 are based on the CARB EMFAC 7F model.  These emission factors (in pounds per year per employee) are used to determine an employer’s ERT for each pollutant (e.g. VOC, NOx and CO) with respect to the location of the worksite (e.g. performance zone).

Rule 2202 encompasses two primary program options and one alternative compliance option.  Employers can choose to participate in the AQIP, or other emission reduction strategies (ERS) to meet their ERTs.  If neither the AQIP nor ERS are deemed by the employer to be the best option for their worksite, the employer may implement an ECRP.  All three of these programs are designed to reduce mobile source emissions, but individually they do so through different methods.

◇
Air Quality Investment Program (AQIP).  Under the AQIP, employers pay a registration fee and flat fee of $60 per employee into the SCAQMD Rule 311 AQIP fund.  The SCAQMD uses the collected funds to purchase mobile source emission reduction credits or fund programs that will result in equivalent emission reductions that meet the ERT for those participating employers’ worksites.  
◇
Emission Reduction Strategies (ERS).  Under this option, employers may receive credit towards their ERTs by participating in emission reduction strategies that produce emission reductions that can be demonstrated as real, quantifiable, enforceable and surplus emission reductions.  Emission reduction credits can currently be generated through one or more of the following credit generation sources.
· Mobile Source Emission Reduction Credits (MSERCs) generated pursuant to SCAQMD Regulation XVI - Mobile Source Offset Programs.  
· Short-Term Emission Reduction Credits (STERCs) generated from stationary sources after January 1, 1996, in accordance with the provisions of Regulation XIII – New Source Review. 

◇
Employee Commute Reduction Program (ECRP) - As an alternative compliance option, any employer of 250 or more employees at a single worksite may elect to develop and implement an ECRP which encourages employees to commute to work without driving alone (e.g. in vehicles with two or more passengers, by using mass transit, etc.).  The goal of the ECRP is to reduce on-road mobile source emissions by decreasing the number of work-related daily commute trips by employees.  This option may be selected rather than comply with the requirements of subdivision (e) in Rule 2202.  Employers may elect to implement an ECRP as long as they make a good faith effort toward achieving and maintaining their location-specific AVR (e.g. 1.75 in performance zone 1; 1.5 in performance zone 2; and 1.3 in performance zone 3), and administer the ECRP in accordance with the Rule 2202 ECRP Guidelines.  The existing rule states that employers must provide an ECRP that “will be reasonably likely to result in achieving their AVR goal.”  The AVR is calculated by dividing the worksite’s daily employees who report to work during the peak commute window by the daily number of vehicles driven by commuting employees to the worksite.  

Project description (PROPOSED AMENDMENTS)
The project description evaluated in this revised draft Final EA is the proposed amendments to Rule 2202.  The proposed amendments delete obsolete rule language, add an additional compliance options such as inter-pollutant crediting, update on-road mobile source emission factors, exclude federal law enforcement field agents from having to be included in AVR surveys, add performance requirements/enhanced good faith determination elements for ECRP participants unable to achieve and maintain their worksite-specific AVR target; remove mobile source emission factors from the rule and move them to the Implementation Guidelines; and update the supporting compliance documents (Implementation Guidelines and the ECRP Guidelines).  
The following summarizes the proposed changes to the rule.  A copy of the proposed amended rule (PAR) 2202 language is included in Appendix B.
Purpose

The purpose of Rule 2202 is to provide employers with a menu of options to reduce mobile source emissions generated from employee commutes.
Applicability

The outdated June 19, 1998 effective date will be deleted from the applicability section of Rule 2202.

Sunset Provision

The word “enforceable” will be added to this section when describing emission reductions to be consistent with language required by the US EPA.

Definitions

Definitions for area source credits, federal field agent, inter-pollutant crediting, RECLAIM trading credits, short-term emission reduction credits, and volunteer will be added to Rule 2202.  These new definitions provide the information necessary to understand the new compliance options and exclusions proposed under the amendments.

The definitions for AQIP and MSERCs will be revised to be consistent with recent amendments to other SCAQMD rules and regulations.
Requirements

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 allow employers to use the following additional credit programs to meet their emission reduction target:
· Area Source Credits (ASCs) – The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 add the ability to use ASCs in accordance with the provisions of SCAQMD Regulation XXV – Intercredit Trading, to meet a facility’s ERT.  
· RECLAIM Trading Credits (RTCs) – The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 add the ability to use RTCs that were generated prior to the date of adoption of the proposed rule amendments in accordance with the pilot credit generation programs under SCAQMD Regulations XVI and XXV, Mobile Source Offset Programs and Intercredit Trading, respectively.  Upon rule adoption, persons choosing to use RTCs from pilot credit generation program rules (e.g. Rules 1631, 1632, 1633 and 1634) must specify in their application the RTC cycle and the amounts of RTCs to be generated.

· Inter-pollutant Crediting - The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 add a compliance option which will allow employers to use surplus VOC and/or NOx emission reduction credits to meet all or part of a worksite’s CO emission reduction target in accordance with specific crediting ratios (e.g. one pound of VOC for 10 pounds of CO [1:10] - one pound of NOx for six pounds of CO [1:6]).  
Exemptions

· The ECRP is not an exemption from Rule 2202, but rather an alternative compliance option under the rule, wherein any employer of 250 or more employees at a single worksite may elect to develop and implement an ECRP to reduce on-road mobile source emissions by decreasing the number of work related commutes by employees.  The existing rule allows employers to make a good faith effort to achieve their location-specific target AVR.  Effective January 1, 2005, employers shall annually submit a Plan that will meet their location-specific AVR performance requirement of 1.75 for performance zone 1; 1.5 for performance zone 2; and 1.3 for performance zone 3, unless specific conditions are met:

(1) surrender the difference in emission reductions between the worksite AVR and the target AVR through participation in the AQIP, or surrender equivalent emission reduction credits in accordance with the provisions of (f) or (g) in the rule; or 

(2) participate in, and maintain, a specific number of performance requirements/enhanced good faith determination elements described in the ECRP Guidelines during the plan compliance year.  These performance requirements/enhanced good faith determination elements are outlined in Table 2-1 of this revised draft EA in the section summarizing the proposed changes to the ECRP Guidelines.  
· The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 will include an option to allow Federal Law Enforcement employers to exclude “field agents” from their employee AVR surveys.  This option is not an exemption from Rule 2202, it is an exclusion from one provision of the Rule; participation in AVR surveys.  Federal field agent is defined in Section (d)(7) of the rule as “…any employee who is employed by any federal entity whose main responsibility is National Security and performs field enforcement and/or investigative functions…”.  
Fees
Employers will continue to be subject to the fee schedules outlined in SCAQMD Rules 308 and/or 311. 

Implementation Guidelines

The following summarizes the key changes to the Implementation Guidelines.  A copy of the draft Implementation Guidelines is included in Appendix C.

· The discussion on emission reduction strategies has been revised to delete outdated information and add new information on how to achieve emission reductions from alternative emission reduction projects. 
· A discussion on STERCs, ASCs, MSERCs, and RTCs, and how they can be applied to Rule 2202 has been added.  

· A discussion of the inter-pollutant crediting compliance option and how it can be applied to Rule 2202 has been added. 
· The “Program Administration” section has been revised to reflect changes to the registration, change of ownership, and relocation procedures.

· The emission factors for Rule 2202 have been added to the Implementation Guidelines.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 include updating the on-road mobile source emission factors from CARB EMFAC 7F to CARB EMFAC 2002 and moving them from the rule to the implementation guidelines.  Emission factors (in pounds per year per employee) are used in determining an employer’s ERT for each pollutant (e.g. VOC, NOx and CO).  Emission factors are updated periodically by CARB and approved by the US EPA.  The SCAQMD relies on the CARB EMFAC model to produce emission factors which are then used as input to generate mobile source emissions inventories.  
· Appendix A and B have been deleted from the Implementation Guidelines and placed into the Preliminary Staff Report as a Technical Appendix to reduce duplication. 
ECRP Guidelines

The following summarizes the key changes to the ECRP Guidelines.  A copy of the draft ECRP Guidelines is included in Appendix D.

· The Rule 2202 submittal schedule has been modified to reflect the change from a triennial plan to annual plan submittal requirements.  Instead of submitting both a triennial plan and an annual plan during the triennial interim years, ECRP participants will only be required to submit an annual plan.
· A discussion of the details of the annual plan submittal has been modified to reflect the changes referenced above.

· The ECRP program implementation section has been modified to include all the changes currently proposed in the amendments to Rule 2202.

· A description of how federal law enforcement personnel will calculate their AVR based on the proposed exclusion of field agents from AVR surveys has been added.
· AVR survey parameters have been modified based on the changes to national and state “observed” holidays.

· Emergency episode procedures have been deleted.

· Program amendment language has been deleted as triennial submittals will no longer be required. 
· A description of the proposed performance requirements/enhanced good faith determination elements and how they are applied to the ECRP will be added.  The proposed performance requirements/enhanced good faith determination elements are presented below in Table 2-1.  
TABLE 2-1
PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS/
ENHANCED GOOD FAITH DETERMINATION ELEMENTS
	1.
MARKETING STRATEGIES (CHOOSE A MINIMUM OF FIVE)

	Company Newsletter
	A communication tool to introduce alternative commute modes, outline incentives and encourage participation in a rideshare program.  A company sponsored rideshare website would fall within this strategy.

	Flyer Announcements/
Memo/Letter to Employees
	A communication tool to introduce alternative commute modes, outline incentives and encourage participation in a rideshare program.

	Rideshare Meetings
	Meetings to introduce employees who live in similar areas to foster the development of carpools and vanpools.

	Focus Groups
	Meetings conducted with employees to solicit input on commute behavior, what employees would like to see as incentives to rideshare and what the constraints are to alternative commute modes.

	Company Rideshare Events
	Employer sponsored events which promote rideshare opportunities.

	Direct Communication by CEO
	A communication tool to introduce alternative commute modes, outline incentives and encourage participation in a rideshare program.

	New Hire Orientation
	Explanation of alternative commute modes and employer incentives to promote and encourage participation in a rideshare program.


TABLE 2-1 (continued)

PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS/
ENHANCED GOOD FAITH DETERMINATION ELEMENTS
	Attendance at a Rule 2202 program update, or rideshare marketing class annually.
	Attendance at a SCAQMD sponsored Rule 2202 program update class, or a rideshare marketing class sponsored by any one of a variety of transportation management groups, annually.

	Rideshare Bulletin Board
	A communication tool that displays materials that encourages participation in rideshare, and publicizes incentives to rideshare.  The bulletin board should be in a location that would be most likely viewed by the majority of employees.

	Other marketing strategies that have been approved by the SCAQMD.

	2.
BASIC/SUPPORT STRATEGIES (CHOOSE A MINIMUM OF FIVE)

	Personalized Commute Assistance
	Employee-specific assistance with issues such as transit options/itineraries, and carpool matching.  

	Commuter Choice Programs
	Resources, incentives and choices which assist commuters with reducing their vehicle trips.

	Rideshare Matching Services
	Assistance providing a rideshare match.

	Guaranteed Return Trip
	Commuters are guaranteed transportation home in an emergency, or if they have to stay at work later than expected

	Preferential Parking for Rideshare Participants
	Reserved parking for employees who rideshare.

	Flex Time
	Allowing employees flexibility in their daily work schedules to avoid peak-period traffic.

	Transit Information Center
	Source for information regarding transit options, schedules and on-site sale of transit passes, tickets or tokens.

	Other basic support strategies that have been approved by the SCAQMD.

	3.
DIRECT STRATEGIES (CHOOSE A MINIMUM OF FIVE)

	Carpool Program
	Program wherein a vehicle is occupied by two to six people traveling together between their residences and their worksites or destinations for the majority of the total trip distance.

	Vanpool Program
	Program wherein a vehicle is occupied by seven to 15 people traveling together between their residences and their worksites or destinations for the majority of the total trip distance.

	Gift certificates
	The employer provides eligible employees with gift certificates for participation in the company’s commute reduction program.

	Compressed Work Week
	An alternative to the basic five eight-hour workdays in one week or 10 eight-hour workdays in two weeks:  36 hours in three days; 40 hours in four days; or 80 hours in nine days.  The work week is scheduled in a manner which reduces vehicle trips to the worksite.

	Points Program
	Employees earn points for each day of participation in the employer’s commute reduction program.  Points are redeemed for such rewards as time off, gift certificates, cash or merchandise.

	Telecommuting
	Working at home, off-site, at a satellite office or at a telecommuting center, for a full workday, that eliminates the trip to work or reduces travel distance by more than 50 percent.

	Discounted/Free Meals
	Incentive to encourage employees to participate in alternative commute modes.

	Transit Subsidy
	Employers pay for all, or part, of the cost of commuting by transit.


TABLE 2-1 (continued)

PERFORMANCE REQUIREMENTS/
ENHANCED GOOD FAITH DETERMINATION ELEMENTS
	Employee Clean Fleet Vehicle Purchase Program
	Encourage and offer financial incentives for employees who purchase clean fleet vehicles.

	Off-Peak Rideshare Credit
	Incentive for employers to expand rideshare program beyond morning commute employees.

	Parking Charge/Subsidy
	Either employers pay for parking or provide free parking for employees who rideshare. 

	Prize Drawings
	Incentive to encourage employees to participate in alternative commute modes.

	Direct Financial Awards
	Direct financial incentives to encourage employees to participate in alternative commute modes.

	Bicycle Program
	Program/activities that encourage non-motorized transportation.

	Auto Services
	Employer-provides auto services such as car washes, free or discounted gasoline or oil changes  for employees participating in alternative commute modes.

	Startup Incentive
	Incentives designed to reward solo commuters for joining a carpool or vanpool or using other alternative commute modes.

	Time off with pay
	The employer provides eligible employees additional time off with pay for participation in the company’s commute reduction program.

	Other direct strategy programs that have been approved by the SCAQMD.

	4.
EMPLOYER FLEET PURCHASE OF CLEAN VEHICLES

	When purchasing or leasing passenger car and light-duty or medium-duty trucks  for company fleet operations, employers shall agree to acquire SULEV medium-duty trucks or better, ULEV passenger cars or better, or ULEV light-duty trucks or better, to receive plan approval.  Employers who are subject to Rule 1191 - Light- and Medium-Duty Public Fleet Vehicles shall be deemed in compliance with this program element (certain exemptions apply).

	5.
MOBILE SOURCE DIESEL PM/NOx EMISSION MINIMIZATION PLAN

	Employers with 1,000 or more window employees shall submit a diesel PM/NOx emission minimization plan form if the employer owns or operates mobile diesel equipment that operates and is located exclusively at that worksite for more than 12 consecutive months.  The plan shall include, at a minimum, an inventory of mobile diesel equipment, fuel usage, and use of control technologies, if any (e.g. clean fuels, engine modification, and after-treatment equipment).   The employer shall implement technically feasible controls as identified in the plan approved by the Executive Officer or designee, provided the aggregated annualized costs, including capital and operation and maintenance, do not exceed the cost per number of window employees (see Section F(4)(b) of the ECRP Guidelines).  


Note:  Deletion or substitution of any of these performance requirements/enhanced good faith determination elements, is not allowed unless approved in writing by the SCAQMD.
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Introduction

Air Quality

.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 NOP/IS is published.  CEQA Guidelines define “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 and California 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 NOP/IS is published, from both a local and regional perspective (CEQA Guidelines §15125).  
The following section summarizes the existing setting for air quality in the district.  Air quality was the only environmental topic identified in the NOP/IS as potentially adversely affected by PAR 2202.  A more complete discussion of current and future air quality throughout the district, with and without additional control measures can be found in the Final Program Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) to the 2003 AQMP, and in the Final 2003 AQMP and the five associated appendices.  The Final PEIR to the 2003 AQMP contains more comprehensive information on the existing and future environmental settings for all environmental areas discussed in this chapter.  Copies of the above-referenced documents are available for downloading at www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/aqmd.html or available from the SCAQMD’s Public Information Center by calling (909) 396-2039.
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 within its geographical jurisdiction.  Health-based air quality standards have been established by California and the federal government for the following criteria air pollutants: ozone, CO, nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), 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 sulfates, visibility reducing particles, 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 pollutant emissions at 32 monitoring stations.  The most recent air quality data (year 2002) from SCAQMD’s monitoring stations are presented in Table 3-2.

Table 3-1
State and Federal Ambient Air Quality Standards

	AIR POLLUTANT
	STATE 
STANDARD
	FEDERAL
PRIMARY STANDARD
	most relevant effects

	
	CONCENTRATION, AVERAGING TIME
	

	Carbon Monoxide (CO)
	20 ppm, 1-hour average >
9 ppm, 8-hour average >
	35 ppm, 1-hour average >
9 ppm, 8-hour average <=
	(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; and, d) Possible increased risk to fetuses.

	Ozone (O3)
	0.09 ppm, 1-hour average >
	0.12 ppm, 1-hour average >

0.08 ppm, 8-hour average >
	(a) Short-term exposures:  1) Pulmonary function decrements and localized lung edema in humans and animals; and, 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; and, (d) Property damage. 

	Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
	0.25 ppm, 1-hour average >
	0.0534 ppm, AAM >
	(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; and, c) Contribution to atmospheric discoloration.

	Sulfur Dioxide
(SO2)
	0.25 ppm, 1-hour average >
0.04 ppm, 24-hour average > 
	0.03 ppm, AAM >
0.14 ppm, 24-hour average >
	(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)
	20 µg/m3, AAM >
50 µg/m3, 24-hour average >
	50 µg/m3, AAM >
150 µg/m3, 24-hour average >
	(a) Excess deaths from short-term exposures and exacerbation of symptoms in sensitive patients with respiratory disease; and, (b) Excess seasonal declines in pulmonary function, especially in children. 

	Suspended Particulate Matter (PM2.5)
	12 µg/m3, AAM >
	15 µg/m3, AAM >
65 µg/m3, 24-hour average >
	(a) Increased hospital admissions and emergency room visits for heart and lung disease; (b) Increased respiratory symptoms and disease; and, (c) Decreased lung functions and premature death.

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

	Sulfates (SOx)
	25 µg/m3, 24-hour average >=
	
	(a) Decrease in ventilatory function; (b) Aggravation of asthmatic symptoms; (c) Aggravation of cardio-pulmonary disease; (d) Vegetation damage;  (e) Degradation of visibility; and, (f) Property damage.

	Visibility-Reducing Particles
	In sufficient amount to give an extinction coefficient >0.23 inverse kilometers (visual range to less than 10 miles) with relative humidity less than 70 percent, 8-hour average (10am – 6pm PST)
	
	Nephelometry and AISI Tape Sampler; instrumental measurement on days when relative humidity is less than 70 percent.

	Hydrogen Sulfide
	0.03 ppm, 1-hour average >=
	
	Odor annoyance.

	Vinyl Chloride
	0.010 ppm, 24-hour average >=
	
	Known carcinogen.


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	AGM = Annual Geometric Mean


Table 3-2

2002 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	CARBON MONOXIDE (CO)

	
	No. Days Standard Exceededa

	Source Receptor Area No.
	
Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (ppm, 
1-hour)
	Max. Conc. (ppm, 
8-hour)
	Federal > 9.5 ppm, 
8-hour
	State 
> 9.0 ppm,
8-hour

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	360
	5
	4.0
	0
	0

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles Co
	365
	4
	2.7
	0
	0

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co
	363
	7
	6.1
	0
	0

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles Co
	365
	6
	4.6
	0
	0

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	365
	6
	4.8
	0
	0

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	365
	6
	4.6
	0
	0

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	365
	6
	4.0
	0
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	365
	4
	2.4
	0
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	365
	5
	2.3
	0
	0

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	365
	6
	3.3
	0
	0

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	365
	5
	4.0
	0
	0

	12
	South Central Los Angeles Co
	363
	16
	10.1
	1
	1

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	363
	3
	1.9
	0
	0

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	365
	10
	4.4
	0
	0

	17
	Central Orange County
	365
	7
	5.4
	0
	0

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	357
	5
	4.3
	0
	0

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	365
	3
	3.6
	0
	0

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

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

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	358
	8
	3.0
	0
	0

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	361
	7
	3.9
	0
	0

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	365
	3
	2.0
	0
	0

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	363
	2
	1.2
	0
	0

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	363
	4
	1.6
	0
	0

	33
	SW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	359
	5
	3.3
	0
	0

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	16
	10.1
	1
	1

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	16
	10.1
	1
	1


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	** Salton Sea Air Basin

	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	


a  The federal 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO > 35 ppm) and state 1-hour standard (1-hour average CO > 20 ppm) were not exceeded.

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2002 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	OZONE (O3)

	
	No. Days Standard Exceeded

	
	Federal
	State

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (ppm, 
1-hour)
	Max. Conc. (ppm,
8-hour)
	Fourth Highest Conc. (ppm,
8-hour)
	Health Advisory > 0.15 ppm,
1-hour
	> 0.12 ppm,
1-hour
	> 0.08 ppm,
8-hour
	> 0.09 ppm,
1-hour

	LOS ANGELES (LA) COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central LA
	365
	0.122
	0.080
	0.079
	0
	0
	0
	8

	2
	NW Coast LA Co
	365
	0.118
	0.078
	0.074
	0
	0
	0
	1

	3
	SW Coast LA Co
	357
	0.088
	0.073
	0.066
	0
	0
	0
	0

	4
	South Coast LA Co
	365
	0.084
	0.065
	0.060
	0
	0
	0
	0

	6
	W San Fernando Valley
	365
	0.152
	0.122
	0.113
	1
	9
	27
	42

	7
	E San Fernando Valley
	365
	0.128
	0.097
	0.091
	0
	1
	6
	17

	8
	W San Fernando Valley
	365
	0.137
	0.103
	0.096
	0
	3
	10
	23

	9
	E San Gabriel Valley 1
	365
	0.136
	0.102
	0.098
	0
	5
	12
	26

	9
	E San Gabriel Valley 2
	365
	0.152
	0.114
	0.111
	1
	12
	23
	45

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	365
	0.150
	0.112
	0.100
	1
	5
	15
	28

	11
	S San Gabriel Valley
	365
	0.111
	0.079
	0.074
	0
	0
	0
	3

	12
	South Central LA Co
	364
	0.072
	0.053
	0.050
	0
	0
	0
	0

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	362
	0.169
	0.145
	0.131
	8
	32
	56
	81

	ORANGE (OR) COUNTY (Co)

	16
	North OR Co
	365
	0.121
	0.079
	0.073
	0
	0
	0
	3

	17
	Central OR Co
	365
	0.130
	0.079
	0.070
	0
	0
	0
	3

	18
	North Coastal OR Co
	365
	0.087
	0.071
	0.066
	0
	0
	0
	0

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	365
	0.136
	0.095
	0.081
	0
	2
	2
	9

	RIVERSIDE (RV) COUNTY (Co)

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

	23
	Metropolitan RV Co 1
	358
	0.155
	0.124
	0.111
	1
	12
	38
	56

	23
	Metropolitan RV Co 2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	365
	0.147
	0.117
	0.107
	1
	4
	41
	59

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	365
	0.139
	0.114
	0.104
	0
	6
	44
	52

	29
	Banning Airport
	365
	0.160
	0.131
	0.113
	2
	13
	52
	64

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	365
	0.136
	0.127
	0.110
	0
	2
	48
	49

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	365
	0.114
	0.111
	0.096
	0
	0
	16
	24

	SAN BERNARDINO (SB) COUNTY

	32
	Northwest SB Valley
	363
	0.139
	0.118
	0.106
	0
	5
	19
	36

	33
	Southwest SB Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central SB Valley 1
	335
	0.159
	0.124
	0.115
	2
	8
	22
	37

	34
	Central SB Valley 2
	359
	0.147
	0.113
	0.106
	1
	6
	30
	43

	35
	East SB Valley
	365
	0.158
	0.123
	0.119
	2
	23
	47
	66

	37
	Central SB Mountains
	365
	0.161
	0.139
	0.132
	3
	22
	82
	91

	38
	East SB Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	0.169
	0.145
	0.132
	8
	32
	82
	91

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	0.169
	0.145
	0.132
	18
	49
	103
	118


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	** Salton Sea Air Basin

	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	


Table 3-2 (Continued)

2002 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	NITROGEN DIOXIDE (NO2)

	
Source Receptor Area No.
	
Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	
No. Days of Data
	
Max. Conc. (ppm, 
1-hourb))
	No. of Days Standard Exceeded State Standard
> 0.25 ppm, 1-hour
	
Average Compared To Federal Standardb AAM (ppm)

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	363
	0.14
	0
	0.0327

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles County
	360
	0.11
	0
	0.0249

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles County
	315*
	0.10*
	0
	0.0244*

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County
	350
	0.13
	0
	0.0298

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	362
	0.09
	0
	0.0248

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	362
	0.26
	1
	0.0402

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	365
	0.15
	0
	0.0335

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	363
	0.12
	0
	0.0336

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	362
	0.10
	0
	0.0272

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	365
	0.11
	0
	0.0365

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	362
	0.12
	0
	0.0344

	12
	South Central Los Angeles County
	362
	0.14
	0
	0.0357

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	355
	0.10
	0
	0.0200

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	335
	0.12
	0
	0.0256

	17
	Central Orange County
	358
	0.10
	0
	0.0244

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	364
	0.11
	0
	0.0187

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

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

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	338
	0.10
	0
	0.0237

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	--
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	364
	0.07
	0
	0.0173

	29
	Banning Airport
	364
	0.15
	0
	0.0199

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	356
	0.10
	0
	0.0172

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	Northwest San Bernardino Valley
	359
	0.12
	0
	0.0369

	33
	Southwest San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	303*
	0.12*
	0
	0.334*

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	345
	0.11
	0
	0.0296

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	0.26
	1
	0.0402

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	0.26
	1
	0.0402


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	* Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	** Salton Sea Air Basin

	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	


b  The state standard (1-hour average NO2 > 0.25 ppm) and the federal standard (AAM NO2 > 0.0534 ppm) were not exceeded.  

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2002 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	SULFUR DIOXIDE (SO2)

	Source
	
	No. 
	Maximum Concentrationc 

	Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air Monitoring Station
	Days of Data
	(ppm, 1-hour)
	(ppm, 24-hour)

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	365
	0.02
	0.016

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles County
	360
	0.07
	0.007

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County
	365
	0.03
	0.008

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	363
	0.01
	0.007

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	--
	--
	--

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	--
	--
	--

	12
	South Central Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	365
	0.03
	0.016

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	351
	0.02
	0.002

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	Northwest San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	33
	Southwest San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	329
	0.03*
	0.010*

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	--
	--
	--

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	0.07
	0.016

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	0.07
	0.016


KEY:  

	ppm = parts per million parts of air, by volume
	* Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	** Salton Sea Air Basin

	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	


c  The state standards (1-hour average SO2 > 0.25 ppm and 24-hour average SO2 > 0.04 ppm) and the federal standards (AAM SO2 > 0.03 ppm,  24-hour average SO2 > 0.14 ppm, and 3-hour average SO2 > 0.50 ppm) were not exceeded.  

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2002 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	SUSPENDED PARTICULATE MATTER PM10 d, e

	
	No. (%) Samples Exceeding Standard
	Annual Averagesf

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air 
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (µg/m3, 24-hour)
	Federal 
> 150 µg/m3, 
24-hour
	State
> 50 µg/m3, 
24-hour
	Federal 
AAM Conc. (µg/m3) 
	State
AGM Conc. (µg/m3)

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	55
	65
	0
	8(14.5)
	39.3
	37.6

	2
	NW Coast Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	3
	SW Coast Los Angeles County
	61
	121
	0
	12(19.7)
	37.4
	34.1

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County
	58
	74
	0
	5(8.6)
	35.9
	34.1

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	58
	71
	0
	7(12.1)
	37.7
	35.2

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	57
	91
	0
	23(40.4)
	46.1
	42.7

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	12
	South Central Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	60
	61
	0
	7(11.7)
	33.3
	32.5

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	61
	69
	0
	5(8.2)
	33.6
	31.5

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	60
	80
	0
	5(8.3)
	31.3
	28.7

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	56
	78
	0
	19(33.9)
	44.5
	41.5

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	118
	130
	0
	81(68.6)
	58.5
	53.4

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	24
	Perris Valley
	61
	100
	0
	24(39.3)
	45.2
	41.6

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

	29
	Banning Airport
	54
	70
	0
	6(11.1)
	27.5
	23.7

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	59
	75
	0
	3(5.1)
	27.1
	24.6

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	115*
	139*
	0*
	52(45.2)*
	50.6*
	49.1*

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	33
	SW San Bernardino Valley
	61
	91
	0
	25(41.0)
	44.9
	41.9

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	60
	102
	0
	32(53.3)
	50.2
	45.9

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	59
	94
	0
	33(55.9)
	50.4
	45.9

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	57
	83
	0
	18(31.6)
	41.2
	36.3

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	27*
	52*
	0
	5(18.5)*
	36.9*
	35.0

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	139
	0
	81
	58.5
	53.4

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	130
	0
	90
	58.5
	53.4


KEY:  

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	-- = Pollutant not monitored
	AGM = Annual Geometric Mean

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	* Less than 12 full months of data.  May not be representative.
	** Salton Sea Air Basin


d  PM10 samples were collected every six days at all sites except for Station Numbers 4144 and 4157 where samples were collected every three days.

e  Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every six days by the high volume sampler method, on  glass fiber filter media. 

f  The federal standard is AAM PM10 > 50 µg/m3 and the state standard is AAM PM10 > 20 µg/ m3 (replaced AGM PM10 > 30 µg/ m3 effective July 5, 2003).

Table 3-2 (Continued)

2002 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	SUSPENDED PARTICULATE MATTER PM2.5 g

	
	No. (%) Samples Exceeding Standard
	Annual Averagesh

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (µg/m3, 24-hour)
	Federal
> 65 µg/m3, 
24-hour
	AAM Conc.
(µg/m3) 

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	330
	66.3
	1(0.3)
	21.8

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles County
	356
	62.7
	0
	19.5

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	120
	48.8
	0
	18.9

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	122
	63.0
	0
	24.0

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	121
	57.8
	0
	20.3

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	339
	72.4
	1(0.3)
	20.8

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	118
	61.0
	0
	23.9

	12
	South Central Los Angeles County
	122
	64.0
	0
	23.3

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	351
	68.6
	1(0.3)
	18.6

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	119
	58.5
	0
	15.5

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

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

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	327
	77.6
	8(2.5)
	27.5

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	115
	75.5
	2(1.7)
	27.1

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	119
	42.3
	0
	10.0

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	117
	26.8
	0
	12.0

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	Northwest San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	33
	Southwest San Bernardino Valley
	111
	64.8
	0
	25.2

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley1
	118
	66.6
	1(0.9)
	24.3

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley2
	117
	82.1
	3(2.6)
	25.7

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	56
	34.1
	0
	11.3

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	82.1
	8
	27.5

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	82.1
	10
	27.5


KEY:  

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	-- = Pollutant not monitored 

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	** Salton Sea Air Basin

	AGM = Annual Geometric Mean
	


g  PM2.5 samples were collected every three days at all sites except for Station Numbers 060, 072, 087, 3176, and 4144 where samples were
    taken every day, and Station Number 5818 where samples were taken every six days.

h  The federal standard is AAM PM2.5 > 15 µg/m3 and the state standard is AAM PM2.5 > 12 µg/m3.
Table 3-2 (Continued)

2002 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	TOTAL SUSPENDED PARTICULATES TSP i

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	No. Days of Data
	Max. Conc. (µg/m3, 24-hour)
	Annual Average AAM Conc. (µg/m3)

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	69
	152
	77.7

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles Co
	60
	191
	52.3

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co
	60
	680
	83.8

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles Co
	61
	104
	65.5

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	59
	86
	54.8

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	59
	195
	91.7

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	60
	147
	82.5

	12
	South Central Los Angeles Co
	59
	223
	98.5

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

	22
	Norco/Corona
	--
	--
	--

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	60
	200
	120.1

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	62
	129
	84.6

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	61
	122
	71.9

	33
	SW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	60
	182
	105.6

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	60
	175
	97.6

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	
	680
	120.1

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	
	680
	120.1


KEY:  

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
	-- = Pollutant not monitored 

	AAM = Annual Arithmetic Mean
	** Salton Sea Air Basin


i  Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfates were determined from samples collected every six days by the high volume sampler method, on  glass fiber filter media.

Table 3-2 (Concluded)

2002 Air Quality Data – South Coast Air Quality Management District

	
	LEAD j
	SULFATES (SOx) j

	Source Receptor Area No.
	Location of Air
Monitoring Station
	Max. Monthly Average Conc.k (µg/m3) 
	Max. Quarterly Average Conc.k (µg/m3)
	Max. Conc. (µg/m3, 
24-hour)
	No. (%) Samples Exceeding State Standard > 25 µg/m3, 24-hour

	LOS ANGELES COUNTY (Co)

	1
	Central Los Angeles
	0.05
	0.03
	15.2
	0

	2
	Northwest Coast Los Angeles Co
	--
	--
	14.6
	0

	3
	Southwest Coast Los Angeles Co
	0.02
	0.02
	15.6
	0

	4
	South Coast Los Angeles Co
	0.03
	0.02
	17.8
	0

	6
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	7
	East San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	8
	West San Fernando Valley
	--
	--
	10.5
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 1
	--
	--
	11.3
	0

	9
	East San Gabriel Valley 2
	--
	--
	--
	--

	10
	Pomona/Walnut Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	11
	South San Gabriel Valley
	0.06
	0.05
	11.2
	--

	12
	South Central Los Angeles Co
	0.04
	0.04
	15.3
	--

	13
	Santa Clarita Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	ORANGE COUNTY

	16
	North Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	17
	Central Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	18
	North Coastal Orange County
	--
	--
	--
	--

	19
	Saddleback Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	RIVERSIDE COUNTY

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

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 1
	0.03
	0.02
	11.7
	0

	23
	Metropolitan Riverside County 2
	0.02
	0.02
	10.5
	0

	24
	Perris Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	25
	Lake Elsinore
	--
	--
	--
	--

	29
	Banning Airport
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 1**
	--
	--
	--
	--

	30
	Coachella Valley 2**
	--
	--
	--
	--

	SAN BERNARDINO COUNTY

	32
	NW San Bernardino Valley
	0.02
	0.02
	11.5
	0

	33
	SW San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 1
	--
	--
	13.5
	0

	34
	Central San Bernardino Valley 2
	0.03
	0.02
	10.8
	0

	35
	East San Bernardino Valley
	--
	--
	--
	--

	37
	Central San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	38
	East San Bernardino Mountains
	--
	--
	--
	--

	DISTRICT MAXIMUM
	0.06
	0.05
	17.8
	0

	SOUTH COAST AIR BASIN
	0.06
	0.05
	17.8
	0


KEY:  

	µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter

** Salton Sea Air Basin

---- = Pollutant not monitored


j  Total suspended particulates, lead, and sulfate were determined from samples collected every six days by the high volume sampler method,
    on glass fiber filter media.

k  The federal standard (quarterly average lead > 1.5 µg/m3) and the state standard (monthly average lead > 1.5 µg/m3) were not exceeded.

In 2002, special monitoring immediately downwind of stationary sources of lead was carried out in the Southeast Los Angeles County area at four additional locations to the air monitoring stations.  At these four locations, the maximum monthly average lead concentration measured 1.33 µg/m3 and the maximum quarterly average lead concentration measured 0.49 µg/m3.  
Carbon Monoxide

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 CO 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 32 locations in the district in 2002.  The federal and state eight-hour CO standards were exceeded at one location.  The highest eight-hour average CO concentration of the year (10.1 ppm) was 106 percent of the federal standard.  Source/Receptor Area No. 12, South Central Los Angeles County (Station No. 084), was the only location to report one day exceedances of both the federal and state CO standards in 2002.
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.  Ozone levels were monitored at 28 locations in 2002.  Maximum one-hour average and eight-hour average ozone concentrations in 2002 (0.169 ppm and 0.145 ppm) were 141 percent and 181 percent of the federal one-hour and eight-hour standards, respectively.  Ozone concentrations exceeded the one-hour state standard at all, but four of the monitored locations in 2002.  

In 1997, the USEPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for ozone.  Soon thereafter, a court decision ordered that the USEPA could not enforce the new standard until adequate justification for the new standard was provided.  The USEPA appealed the decision to the Supreme Court.  On February 27, 2001, the Supreme Court upheld USEPA’s authority and methods to establish clean air standards.  The Supreme Court, however, ordered USEPA 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 State Implementation Plan (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 USEPA for the South Coast Air Basin.

Nitrogen Dioxide

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 2002, NO2 levels were monitored at 23 stations and the maximum annual arithmetic mean (AAM) was 0.0402 ppm which represents 75 percent of the federal standard (the federal standard is an AAM of NO2 greater than 0.0534 ppm.).  The more stringent one-hour state standard (0.25 ppm) was exceeded for one day in Source/Receptor Area No. 7, East San Fernando Valley (Station No. 069) in year 2002.  Despite declining NOx emissions over the last decade, further NOx emission reductions are necessary to ensure no further exceedances of the NO2 standard and because NOx emissions are a precursor to PM10 and ozone.
Sulfur Dioxide

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.  In 2002, SO2 levels were monitored at seven locations and neither the state nor the federal standards were exceeded.  Though SO2 concentrations have been reduced to levels well below state and federal standards, further reductions in emissions of SO2 are needed because it is a precursor to sulfates, PM10, and PM2.5. 

Particulate Matter (PM10)

PM10 is defined as suspended particulate matter measuring 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 2002, PM10 was monitored at 19 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 all 19 locations.  The federal standard (AAM greater than 50 (g/m3) was exceeded in four locations, and the state standard (AGM greater than 30 (g/m3) was exceeded at 16 locations.  (Effective July 5, 2003, the state standard AGM PM10 > 30 (g/m3 was replaced with AAM PM10 > 20 (g/m3.)
Particulate Matter (PM2.5)

In 1997, the USEPA promulgated a new national ambient air quality standard for PM2.5, particulate matter 2.5 microns or less in diameter.  The PM2.5 standard is a subset of PM10 such that it complements existing national and state ambient air quality standards that target the full range of inhalable PM10.  In addition to the health effects for PM10, additional effects from exposure to PM2.5 may result in increased hospital admissions and emergency room visits for heart and lung disease, increased respiratory symptoms and disease, decreased lung functions, and premature death.  

The SCAQMD began regular monitoring of PM2.5 in 1999.  In 2002, concentrations of PM2.5 were monitored at 18 locations throughout the district.  The federal 24-hour standard (65 (g/m3) was exceeded at seven locations.  The federal standard (AAM greater than 15 (g/m3) was exceeded in 15 locations, and the state standard (AAM greater than 12 (g/m3) was exceeded in 15 locations.

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 have been recorded at these stations since that time. 

Sulfates

Sulfates or SOx 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 24-hour state sulfate standard (25 (g/m3) 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 Reducing Particles

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 limiting 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.

Non-Criteria Pollutant Emissions

Although the SCAQMD's primary mandate is attaining the State and National Ambient Air Quality Standards for criteria pollutants within the district, SCAQMD also has a general responsibility pursuant to California Health and Safety Code §41700 to control emissions of air contaminants and prevent endangerment to public health.  As a result, over the last few years the SCAQMD has regulated pollutants other than criteria pollutants such as toxic air contaminants (TACs), greenhouse gases and stratospheric ozone depleting compounds.  The SCAQMD has developed a number of rules to control non-criteria pollutants from both new and existing sources.  These rules originated through state directives, Clean Air Act (CAA) requirements, or the SCAQMD rulemaking process.

In addition to promulgating non-criteria pollutant rules, the SCAQMD has been evaluating AQMP control measures as well as existing rules to determine whether or not they would affect, either positively or negatively, emissions of non-criteria pollutants.  For example, rules in which VOC components of coating materials are replaced by a non-photochemically reactive chlorinated substance would reduce the impacts resulting from ozone formation, but could increase emissions of toxic compounds or other substances that may have adverse impacts on human health.

The following sections summarize the existing setting for the two major categories of non-criteria pollutants: compounds that contribute to ozone depletion and global warming, and TACs.

Ozone Depletion and Global Warming

The SCAQMD adopted a "Policy on Global Warming and Stratospheric Ozone Depletion" on April 6, 1990.  The policy commits the SCAQMD to consider global impacts in rulemaking and in drafting revisions to the AQMP.

In March of 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board reaffirmed this policy and adopted amendments to the policy to include the following directives:

· phase out the use and corresponding emissions of chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), methyl chloroform (1,1,1-trichloroethane or TCA), carbon tetrachloride, and halons by December 1995;

· phase out the large quantity use and corresponding emissions of hydrochlorofluorocarbons (HCFCs) by the year 2000;

· develop recycling regulations for HCFCs;

· develop an emissions inventory and control strategy for methyl bromide; and

· support the adoption of a California greenhouse gas emission reduction goal.

In support of these polices, the SCAQMD Governing Board has adopted several rules to reduce ozone depleting compounds.  Several other rules concurrently reduce global warming gases and criteria pollutants.  

On March 17, 2000 the SCAQMD Governing Board approved an “Air Toxics Control Plan for the Next Ten Years.”  The Air Toxics Control Plan identifies potential strategies to reduce toxic levels in the Basin over the 10 years following adoption.  To the extent the strategies are implemented by the relative agencies, the plan will improve public health by reducing health risks associated with both mobile and stationary sources.  Exposure to TACs can increase the risk of contracting cancer or result in other deleterious health effects which target such systems as cardiovascular, reproductive, hematological, or nervous.  The health effects may be through short-term, high-level or “acute” exposure or long-term, low-level or “chronic” exposure.

Toxic Air Contaminants

Historically, the SCAQMD has regulated criteria air pollutants using either a technology-based or an emissions limit approach.  The technology-based approach defines specific control technologies that may be installed to reduce pollutant emissions.  The emission limit approach establishes an emission limit, and allows industry to use any emission control equipment, as long as the emission requirements are met.  The regulation of toxic air contaminants (TACs) requires a similar regulatory approach as explained in the following subsections.

Control of TACs Under the TAC Identification and Control Program

California's TAC identification and control program, adopted in 1983 as Assembly Bill (AB) 1807, is a two-step program in which substances are identified as TACs, and airborne toxic control measures (ATCMs) are adopted to control emissions from specific sources.  CARB has adopted a regulation designating all 188 federal hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) as TACs.

ATCMs are developed by CARB and implemented by the SCAQMD and other air districts through the adoption of regulations of equal or greater stringency.  Generally, the ATCMs reduce emissions to achieve exposure levels below a determined health threshold.  If no such threshold levels are determined, emissions are reduced to the lowest level achievable through the best available control technology (BACT) unless it is determined that an alternative level of emission reduction is adequate to protect public health.  

Under California state law, a federal National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) automatically becomes a state ATCM, unless CARB has already adopted an ATCM for the source category.  Once a NESHAP becomes an ATCM, CARB and the air pollution control or air quality management district have certain responsibilities related to adoption or implementation and enforcement of the NESHAP/ATCM. 

Control of TACs Under the Air Toxics "Hot Spots" Act

The Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act of 1987 (AB2588) establishes a state-wide program to inventory and assess the risks from facilities that emit TACs and to notify the public about significant health risks associated with the emissions.  Facilities are phased into the AB2588 program based on their emissions of criteria pollutants or their occurrence on lists of toxic emitters compiled by the SCAQMD.  Phase I consists of facilities that emit over 25 tons per year (tpy) of any criteria pollutant and facilities present on the SCAQMD's toxics list.  Phase I facilities entered the program by reporting their TAC emissions for calendar year 1989.  Phase II consists of facilities that emit between 10 and 25 tpy of any criteria pollutant, and submitted air toxic inventory reports for calendar year 1990 emissions.  Phase III consists of certain designated types of facilities which emit less than 10 tpy of any criteria pollutant, and submitted inventory reports for calendar year 1991 emissions.  Inventory reports are required to be updated every four years under state law.

In October 1992, the SCAQMD Governing Board adopted public notification procedures for Phase I and II facilities.  These procedures specify that AB2588 facilities must provide public notice when exceeding the following risk levels:

· Maximum Individual Cancer Risk:  greater than 10 in 1 million  (10 x 10-6)

· Total Hazard Index:  greater than 1.0 for TACs except lead, or > 0.5 for lead

Public notice is to be provided by letter mailed to all addresses and all parents of children attending school in the impacted area.  In addition, facilities must hold a public meeting and place copies of the facility risk assessment in all school libraries and a public library in the impacted area.

The SCAQMD continues to complete its review of the health risk assessments submitted to date and may require revision and resubmission as appropriate before final approval.  Notification will be required from facilities with a significant risk under the AB2588 program based on their initial approved health risk assessments and will continue on an ongoing basis as additional and subsequent health risk assessments are reviewed and approved.

Control of TACs With Risk Reduction Audits and Plans

Senate Bill (SB) 1731, enacted in 1992 and codified as California Health and Safety Code §44390 et seq., amended AB2588 to include a requirement for facilities with significant risks to prepare and implement a risk reduction plan which will reduce the risk below a defined significant level within specified time limits.  SCAQMD Rule 1402 - Control of Toxic Air Contaminants From Existing Sources, was adopted on April 8, 1994, to implement the requirements of SB1731.

In addition to the TAC rules adopted by SCAQMD under authority of AB1807 and SB1731, the SCAQMD has adopted source-specific TAC rules, based on the specific level of TAC emitted and the needs of the area.  These rules are similar to the state's ATCMs because they are source-specific and only address emissions and risk from specific compounds and operations.  

Cancer Risks from TACs
New and modified sources of TACs in the SCAQMD are subject to Rule 1401 - New Source Review of TACs and Rule 212 - Standards for Approving Permits.  Rule 212 requires notification of the SCAQMD's intent to grant a permit to construct a significant project, defined as a new or modified permit unit located within 1000 feet of a school (a state law requirement under AB3205), a new or modified permit unit posing an maximum individual cancer risk of one in one million (1 x 10-6) or greater, or a new or modified facility with criteria pollutant emissions exceeding specified daily maximums.  Distribution of notice is required to all addresses within a 1/4-mile radius, or other area deemed appropriate by the SCAQMD.  Rule 1401 currently controls emissions of carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic (health effects other than cancer) air contaminants from new, modified and relocated sources by specifying limits on cancer risk and hazard index (explained further below), respectively. 

Health Effects

One of the primary health risks of concern due to exposure to TACs is the risk of contracting cancer.  The carcinogenic potential of TACs is a particular public health concern because it is currently believed by many scientists that there is no "safe" level of exposure to carcinogens.  Any exposure to a carcinogen poses some risk of causing cancer.  It is currently estimated that about one in four deaths in the United States is attributable to cancer.  About two percent of cancer deaths in the United States may be attributable to environmental pollution (Doll and Peto 1981).  The proportion of cancer deaths attributable to air pollution has not been estimated using epidemiological methods.  

Noncancer Health Risks from TACs 
Unlike carcinogens, for most noncarcinogens it is believed that there is a threshold level of exposure to the compound below which it will not pose a health risk.  The California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment develops Reference Exposure Levels (RELs) for TACs which are health-conservative estimates of the levels of exposure at or below which health effects are not expected.  The noncancer health risk due to exposure to a TAC is assessed by comparing the estimated level of exposure to the REL.  The comparison is expressed as the ratio of the estimated exposure level to the REL, called the hazard index (HI).  

Baseline Emissions for PAR 2202 
Rule 2202 – On-Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options, is intended to provide employers with 250 or more employees at a worksite, a broad range of mobile source emission reduction options to reduce VOC, NOx and CO emissions generated by daily employee commutes.  In 2002, 1,331 worksites in the district were subject to this rule.  Employers at each of these worksites are required to implement mobile source emission reduction strategies to meet their worksite-specific ERT.  The ERT is the annual reduction of VOC, NOx and CO emissions required to be reduced by each worksite based generally on the number of employees reporting to work Monday through Friday during the peak 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. commute window and the location of the worksite (e.g. Performance Zone 1, 2 or 3).  The performance zones were established based on the locations of air monitoring stations, census population data, and the availability of rapid transit in the area.
Table 3-3 shows the breakdown of the 1,331 worksites in the SCAQMD participating in Rule 2202 by program for the year 2002.  The ECRP regional average AVR is 1.34.  The ERS and AQIP programs are required to achieve an ERT equivalent to a regional average AVR of 1.5.
TABLE 3-3
EXISTING NUMBER OF WORKSITES BY PROGRAM IN YEAR 2002

	Program

	ERS
	AQIP
	ECRP

	296
	287
	748


Source: Rule 2202 database (the results of AVR surveys and actual statistics for ERS and AQIP participants).
Currently, mobile source emission reductions from Rule 2202 are achieved in the following ways.  
· AQIP - The AQIP allows employers to pay an initial registration fee plus a flat fee per employee into a program that funds mobile source emission reduction projects equivalent to the employers’ ERT.  
· ERS - ERS programs include a variety of emission reduction strategies where, once the ERT is determined, the employer can then choose to implement one or more of these strategies to achieve the worksite’s ERT.  

· ECRP - The ECRP is a voluntary alternative compliance option wherein an employer chooses to reduce on-road mobile source emissions by reducing the number of work-related daily commute trips.  In the ECRP, the employer must first conduct an employee survey to determine the current worksite AVR, and then develop and implement a Plan which demonstrates a good faith effort to achieve and maintain their worksite-specific AVR target.  Based on Rule 2202 database statistics for the year 2002, not all ECRP participants are meeting their AVR target.  
Based on historical Rule 2202 data, the SCAQMD has observed a trend by employers to move from participating in the ECRP to participating in the AQIP.  The AQIP requires very little program administration on the part of an employer and is basically a flat fee per employee. 
Table 3-4 illustrates the number of daily window employees, daily commute trips and the number of daily commute trips reduced by program for the year 2002.  This information is derived from the AVR surveys submitted by ECRP participant employers, and actual Rule 2202 database statistics for the ERS and AQIP programs. 
TABLE 3-4
DAILY COMMUTE TRIP REDUCTIONS BY PROGRAM FOR YEAR 2002
	Program
	Regional Average AVR
	Daily Window Employees
	Daily Commute Trips
	Daily Commute Trips Reduced

	ECRP
	1.34
	330,959
	246,984
	83,975

	ERS
	1.5
	125,473
	83,649
	41,824

	AQIP
	1.5
	107,947
	71,965
	35,982


Note:  The daily commute reduced trips are derived by dividing the daily window employees by the regional average AVR, and then subtracting that number from the daily window employees  (e.g. for the ECRP, take 330,959 ÷ 1.34 = 246,984, then subtract 246,984 from 330,959 = 83,975).

Table 3-5 shows a breakdown of the year 2002 emission reductions achieved by each program using CARB EMFAC 7F on-road mobile source emission factors.  These existing (year 2002) emission reductions represent the number of trips reduced multiplied by EMFAC 7F emission factors.  (The EMFAC 7F emission factors were derived from the preliminary draft PAR 2202 Implementation Guidelines, Table V-4.)
TABLE 3-5
EMISSION REDUCTIONS BY PROGRAM FOR YEAR 2002 USING EMFAC 7F
(lbs/day)

	Program
	Pollutant
	EMFAC 7F Emission Factor
	Trip Reductions
	Emission Reductions

	ERS
	CO
	0.34230
	41,824
	14,316

	
	NOx
	0.03461
	41,824
	1,448

	
	VOC
	0.04230
	41,824
	1,770

	AQIP
	CO
	0.34230
	35,982
	12,317

	
	NOx
	0.03461
	35,982
	1,245

	
	VOC
	0.04230
	35,982
	1,522

	ECRP
	CO
	0.34230
	83,975
	28,745

	
	NOx
	0.03461
	83,975
	2,906

	
	VOC
	0.04230
	83,975
	3,552


Table 3-6 shows the year 2002 total emission reductions achieved by each program using EMFAC 7F on-road mobile source emission factors based on the emission reduction numbers presented in Table 3-5.  These total emission reductions are the current “existing setting” emission reductions for Rule 2202.
TABLE 3-6
TOTAL EMISSION REDUCTIONS BY PROGRAM FOR YEAR 2002
USING EMFAC 7F

(lbs/day)

	Pollutant
	Program

	
	ERS
	AQIP
	ECRP
	TOTAL

	CO
	14,316
	12,317
	28,745
	55,378

	NOx
	1,448
	1,245
	2,906
	5,599

	VOC
	1,770
	1,522
	3,552
	6,844


Table 3-7 is provided in the existing setting chapter of this revised draft EA for information only.  Table 3-7 shows a breakdown of what the emission reductions achieved for the year 2002 would be if CARB EMFAC 2002 emission factors were used.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 include updating the emission factors used in the rule from EMFAC 7F to EMFAC 2002.  Chapter 4 will discuss in detail the anticipated impacts for the project year 2004 using both EMFAC 7F and EMFAC 2002.  

TABLE 3-7
EMISSION REDUCTIONS BY PROGRAM FOR THE YEAR 2002
USING EMFAC 2002

(lbs/day)

	Program
	Pollutant
	EMFAC 2002 Emission Factor
	Trip Reductions
	Emission Reductions 

	ERS
	CO
	0.52465
	41,824
	21,943

	
	NOx
	0.05642
	41,824
	2,360

	
	VOC
	0.04504
	41,824
	1,884

	AQIP
	CO
	0.52465
	35,982
	18,878

	
	NOx
	0.05642
	35,982
	2,030

	
	VOC
	0.04504
	35,982
	1,621

	ECRP
	CO
	0.52465
	83,975
	44,057

	
	NOx
	0.05642
	83,975
	4,738

	
	VOC
	0.04504
	83,975
	3,782


Note:  The EMFAC 2002 emission factors in this table have been updated from the August 2003 draft EA.  

Table 3-8 shows the year 2002 total emission reductions achieved by each program if EMFAC 2002 on-road mobile source emission factors were used, based on the emission reduction numbers presented in Table 3-7.  This information is provided for information only to show what the overall effect of updating the mobile source emission factors would be on the existing program.

TABLE 3-8

TOTAL EMISSION REDUCTIONS BY PROGRAM FOR THE YEAR 2002
USING EMFAC 2002

(lbs/day)

	Pollutant
	Program

	
	ERS
	AQIP
	ECRP
	TOTAL

	CO
	21,943
	18,878
	44,057
	84,878

	NOx
	2,360
	2,030
	4,738
	9,128

	VOC
	1,884
	1,621
	3,782
	7,287


Each compliance option within Rule 2202 ultimately reduces mobile source emissions in proportion to the number of daily commute trips reduced at each worksite.  Although the ECRP has the highest emission reductions, it also has the highest numbers of participants.  Historically however, many of the ECRP participants have not been able to reach and maintain their worksite-specific target AVR.  

On the other hand, the AQIP and ERS are viewed as more effective programs as the mobile source emission reductions are based on the worksite’s ERT and thus the worksites are achieving actual emission reductions for VOC, NOx and CO equivalent to what would occur by achieving their worksite-specific target AVRs. 
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Introduction

Potential Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures

Potential Environmental Impacts Found Not to be Significant

Consistency

Introduction

CEQA Guidelines require environmental documents to identify significant environmental effects that may result from a proposed project, including those which cannot be avoided through mitigation (CEQA Guidelines §15126.2(a)).  In assessing the impact of a proposed project, the evaluation should be limited to changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected area as they exist at the time the NOP/IS is circulated to the public.  Direct and indirect significant effects of a project on the environment should be identified and described, with consideration given to both short-term and long-term impacts.  If significant adverse environmental impacts are identified, 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).

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 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.  Accordingly, this CEQA document analyzes impacts primarily on a regional level and impacts on a local level where feasible.

The categories of environmental impacts to be analyzed in a CEQA document are established by law (California Public Resources Code §21000 et seq., and the CEQA Guidelines), as promulgated by the State of California Secretary of Resources.  CEQA Guidelines include 17 environmental categories in which potential adverse impacts from a project must be evaluated. Projects are evaluated against these environmental categories in a 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 PAR 2202 (see Appendix A).  Of the 17 potential environmental impact categories, only air quality was identified as being potentially adversely affected by the proposed project.  

The analysis of potential adverse air quality impacts in this revised draft Final EA incorporates a “worst-case” approach.  This approach entails the premise that whenever the analysis requires that assumptions be made, the 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 analysis uses a conservative “worst-case” approach for evaluating the potentially significant adverse environmental impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed project.  
Air Quality

Significance Criteria

To determine whether or not air quality impacts from adopting and implementing the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are significant, activities associated with the proposed project will be evaluated and compared to the following criteria.  If any activities result in air quality impacts which are equal to, or exceed, the thresholds in Table 4-1, the impacts will be considered significant.  All feasible mitigation measures will be identified and implemented to reduce significant impacts to the maximum extent feasible. 
Table 4-1

SCAQMD AIR QUALITY SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS
	Mass Daily Thresholds

	Pollutant
	Construction
	Operational

	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

	Lead
	3 lbs/day
	3 lbs/day

	Toxic Air Contaminants, Acutely Hazardous Materials and Odor Thresholds

	Toxic Air Contaminants
	Maximum Incremental Cancer Risk ≥ 10 in 1 million

Hazard Index ≥ 1.0 (project increment)

Hazard Index ≥ 3.0 (facility-wide)

	Odor
	Project creates an odor nuisance pursuant to SCAQMD Rule 402

	Ambient Air Quality for Criteria Pollutants

	NO2

1-hour average

annual average
	20 (g/m3 or 1.0 parts per hundred million

1 (g/m3 or 0.05 parts per hundred million

	PM10

24-hour average

annual geometric average
	2.5 (g/m3
1.0 (g/m3

	Sulfate

24-hour average
	1 (g/m3

	CO

1-hour average

8-hour average
	1.1 mg/m3 or 1.0 parts per million
0.50 mg/m3  or  0.45 parts per million


(g/m3 = microgram per cubic meter; mg/m3 = milligram per cubic meter; lbs/day = pounds per day

Construction Emissions

Construction-related emissions can be distinguished as either onsite or offsite.  Onsite emissions generated during construction principally consist of exhaust emissions (NOx, SOx, CO, VOC, and PM10) from the operation of heavy-duty construction equipment, fugitive dust (as PM10) from disturbed soil, and VOC emissions from asphaltic paving and painting.  Offsite emissions during the construction phase normally consist of exhaust emissions and entrained paved road dust (as PM10) from worker commute trips, material delivery trips, and haul truck material removal trips to and from the construction site. 

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS:  Based on the above description, the proposed project is not expected to generate construction-related emissions.  There are no requirements in Rule 2202, or the proposed amendments, to perform any construction or associated activities (e.g. demolition or building of structures, facilities, infrastructure, or installation of control equipment) because the proposed amendments do not require any physical modifications at affected worksites.  
PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  No mitigation is required.

REMAINING CONSTRUCTION EMISSION IMPACTS:  None. 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS:  Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual affects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.  There are no provisions of PAR 2202 that result in either project-specific or cumulative construction emission impacts.  Since the proposed project does not require any construction or related activities, it is not expected to create significant adverse project-specific construction emission impacts.  Therefore, the proposed project’s contribution to significant adverse cumulative construction emission impacts is not considered to be cumulatively considerable as defined in CEQA Guidelines §§15065(c) and 15130(a)(3) and, therefore, is not significant.
CUMULATIVE IMPACT MITIGATION:  None.

Operational Emissions 

The proposed project involves amendments to an existing program to reduce emissions from mobile sources or obtain equivalent emission reductions through other existing programs.  As a result, operational emissions are defined as the impacts associated with the implementation of the proposed amendments to this existing program.  Operational emissions have been identified as those generated by the following components of the proposed project:

1. UPDATING EMISSION FACTORS – Updating on-road mobile source emission factors used for the Rule 2202 program (e.g. from the EMFAC 7F model to EMFAC 2002) will produce beneficial air quality effects;

2. INTER-POLLUTANT CREDITING FOR AQIP AND ERS PROGRAMS - Potential CO emission reductions foregone as a result of the addition of the inter-pollutant crediting compliance program will exceed the SCAQMD’s CO significance threshold; and
3. EXCLUSION OF FEDERAL FIELD AGENTS FROM AVR SURVEYS - The potential loss of future trip reductions and the associated mobile source emission reductions foregone due to the exclusion of federal field agents from ECRP AVR surveys will result in a loss of anticipated emission reductions.  
No other components of PAR 2202 were identified that could affect air quality.  The effects on air quality anticipated to occur from each of the above rule amendment components are discussed in detail in the following subsections.

PROJECT-SPECIFIC IMPACTS: 

Emission Factors
The on-road mobile source emission factors used in the current version of Rule 2202 are based on the CARB EMFAC 7F model.  Over time, the following model input data changes: vehicle fleet turnover, fuel makeup, vehicle populations, and improvements to inventory methodology.  PAR 2202 includes updating the on-road mobile source emission factors from EMFAC 7F to EMFAC 2002 to maintain consistency with the emission factors used to derive the inventory in the 2003 AQMP.  Actual mobile source emissions do not increase, EMFAC 2002 provides a more accurate, but higher, estimate of existing mobile source emissions.  As a result, although actual mobile source emissions will not increase, the value of the emission factors in grams per mile will increase differently for each applicable pollutant regulated by Rule 2202.  
Based on historical Rule 2202 data, the SCAQMD has observed a trend that when the costs to participate in the ECRP have increased, employers have transferred to AQIP.  The extent to which the proposed amendments may cause an employer to re-evaluate compliance options and possibly transfer from the ECRP to AQIP is unknown.  For the analysis in this revised draft the EA, it is assumed that employers will continue, in the future, to participate in the compliance option they are currently using.  

For ERS and AQIP participants, a worksite’s ERT is based on trip reductions equivalent to an AVR of 1.5 multiplied by the appropriate mobile source emission factor.  Updating the on-road mobile source emission factors to EMFAC 2002 (which are higher than EMFAC 7F mobile source emission factors) results in a higher ERT.  Increasing the ERS and AQIP ERT’s are expected to result in additional emission reductions.

To determine what effect updating these on-road mobile source emission factors will have on emission reductions, it is necessary to compare the ERS and AQIP ERTs based on EMFAC 7F with the ERTs using EMFAC 2002.  Since the updated on-road mobile source emission factors would become effective upon adoption of the proposed amendments, the ERTs would realistically be updated for the year 2004 and into the future.  Therefore, the following analysis compares the difference in ERTs for the year 2004.
The daily ERTs for each employer are derived by multiplying the number of trip reductions by the applicable emission factor for each pollutant.  Table 4-2 shows the AQIP and ERS program ERTs derived using both EMFAC 7F and EMFAC 2002 on-road mobile source emission factors.  The average daily reduced trips in this analysis are based on year 2002 statistics (see Table 3-4).  Assuming that by 2004 there will be an increase in reduced trips, the analysis below is “worst-case”.  As shown below, there is an emission reduction benefit from updating the on-road mobile source emission factors.
TABLE 4-2
EMISSION REDUCTION TARGETS FOR THE YEAR 2004 BY PROGRAM
(lbs/day)
	
	
	Daily Emission Reduction Targets by Program
	

	VOC
	Average Daily Reduced Trips
	EMFAC 7F

(Emission Factor of 0.03462)
	EMFAC 2002

(Emission Factor of
 0.04084)
	Change in ERT from Updating Mobile Source Emission Factors

	ERS
	41,824
	1,448 lbs/day
	1,708 lbs/day
	260 lbs/day

	AQIP
	35,982
	1,246 lbs/day
	1,470 lbs/day
	224 lbs/day

	NOX
	Average Daily Reduced Trips
	EMFAC 7F

(Emission Factor of 0.03077)
	EMFAC 2002

(Emission Factor of 

0.04458)
	Additional Emission Reductions from Updating Mobile Source Emission Factors

	ERS
	41,824
	1,287 lbs/day
	1,865 lbs/day
	578 lbs/day

	AQIP
	35,982
	1,107 lbs/day
	1,604 lbs/day
	497 lbs/day

	CO
	Average Daily Reduced Trips
	EMFAC 7F

(Emission Factor of 0.28846)
	EMFAC 2002

(Emission Factor of 

0.42981)
	Additional Emission Reductions from Updating Mobile Source Emission Factors

	ERS
	41,824
	12,065 lbs/day
	17,976 lbs/day
	5,911 lbs/day

	AQIP
	35,982
	10,379 lbs/day
	15,465lbs/day
	5,086 lbs/day


Notes: 
(1)
EMFAC 7F emission factors derived from the Rule 2202 Implementation Guidelines, and the EMFAC 2002 emission factors derived from the PAR 2202 Preliminary Draft Staff Report (updated from August 2003 draft EA).
(2)
ERTs derived by multiplying the number of trips reduced by the appropriate emission factor.

(3) The change in ERT is derived by subtracting the EMFAC 7F ERTs from the EMFAC 2002 ERTs by pollutant and program.

It should be noted that updating the on-road mobile source emission factors for participants in the ECRP, is not expected to have an air quality benefit for the following reasons.  Emission reductions from the ECRP option are based on trip reductions and the associated mobile source emission reductions.  Updating mobile source emission factors will have no effect on the AVR target for ECRP employers, so the same number of trip reductions will be achieved.  Although emission reductions from ECRP worksites will be higher, actual emission reductions will be the same.  The higher mobile source emission reductions are simply the result of increasing the value of mobile source emission factors in grams per mile.

CO Emission Reductions Foregone

The potential for CO emission reductions foregone is associated with the proposed inter-pollutant crediting compliance option for the ERS and AQIP program participants.  Employers in the ERS and AQIP programs could use inter-pollutant crediting to comply with ERT requirements.  
Employers who participate in the ECRP are not eligible to participate in the inter-pollutant crediting program, so CO emission reductions foregone are not calculated for the ECRP.  

The addition of inter-pollutant crediting is intended to provide additional flexibility for employers to meet their CO ERTs.  Although the district is classified as nonattainment for CO, there has only been one exceedance of the federal eight-hour CO standard in the last three years.  According to the 2003 AQMP, Appendix III, the trend in CO emissions is a decline in the regionwide CO emissions inventory through the year 2010.  The 2003 AQMP replaces the 1997 attainment demonstration for the federal CO standard and provides a basis for a maintenance plan for CO for the future.
The district continues to be in nonattainment for ozone (VOC and NOx emissions are precursors to ozone).  Inter-pollutant crediting allows the use of surplus emission reduction credits of one type of pollutant in lieu of all or part of another type of pollutant.  Inter-pollutant crediting will allow employers to use surplus VOC and/or NOx emission reduction credits to meet a worksite’s CO ERT in accordance with specific crediting ratios.  The crediting ratios are one pound of surplus VOC to 10 pounds of CO [1:10 for VOC], or one pound of surplus NOx to six pounds of CO [1:6 for NOx].  
The inter-pollutant crediting ratios are based on VOC and NOx on-road mobile source emissions relative to CO emissions.  An employer can participate in this compliance option and use all VOC, all NOx, or a combination of VOC and NOx surplus credits in lieu of all or part of the worksite's required CO ERT.  Employers at worksites using inter-pollutant crediting would be considered in compliance for that portion of the CO ERT to which inter-pollutant crediting was applied.  SCAQMD emission inventories would reflect the additional NOx and VOC emission reductions, as well as the effect on CO emission inventories.  
The goal of allowing an inter-pollutant crediting option for the purposes of Rule 2202 compliance is to incentivize and expedite additional VOC and NOx emission reduction projects without compromising the future CO attainment status in the district.  It is the responsibility of the SCAQMD to monitor and evaluate the inter-pollutant crediting program such that the air quality benefits are maximized and regionwide CO emissions do not increase.  
To provide a “worst-case” analysis of the air quality effects of inter-pollutant crediting, it is assumed that employers at AQIP and ERS worksites will use inter-pollutant crediting to comply with their entire CO ERTs.  Therefore, the total number of CO emission reductions foregone is equal to the total CO ERTs under both the AQIP and ERS programs.  Since inter-pollutant crediting will become effective upon adoption of the proposed amendments, CO emission reductions foregone have been estimated for the year 2004 (see Table 4-3).  
Under this “worst-case” scenario, participation in the inter-pollutant crediting could potentially result in 17,976 pounds of anticipated CO emission reductions foregone per day from the ERS program, and 15,465 pounds of anticipated CO emission reductions foregone per day from the AQIP compliance option.  As a result, the total potential CO emissions foregone, assuming all AQIP and ERS participants choose the inter-pollutant crediting option is 33,441 pounds per day (see Table 4-3).  This number exceeds the SCAQMD’s daily operational significance threshold for CO.  

TABLE 4-3
MAXIMUM CO EMISSION REDUCTIONS FOREGONE FROM
INTER-POLLUTANT CREDITING FOR THE YEAR 2004 USING EMFAC 2002
(lbs/day)

	Program
	CO Emission Factor
	Number of Reduced Trips (a)
	Maximum CO Emission Reductions Foregone(b)

	ERS
	0.42981
	41,824
	17,976

	AQIP
	0.42981
	35,982
	15,465

	
	TOTAL
	33,441


(a) Trip reductions were taken from Table 3-4.
(b) Maximum CO emission reductions foregone are derived by multiplying the CO emission factor by the number of reduced trips for each program. 

Loss of Future Trip Reductions and Associated Emission Reductions Foregone
The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 will allow federal law enforcement employers in the ECRP to exclude field agents from their AVR surveys.  This provision was added to the proposed rule amendments at the request of specific federal agencies to provide administrative relief to these employers.  By excluding these federal field agents, an employer could achieve the worksite’s AVR target with fewer commute trip reductions.  Eliminating trip reductions from a worksite’s AVR calculation results in a loss in potential trip reductions and potential mobile source emission reductions foregone.  
Assuming all 15 federal agencies in the Rule 2202 database choose to exclude field personnel in their AVR survey, a total of 1,093 employees would be eligible for exclusion from employee AVR surveys.  
Based on a “worst-case” scenario, if all 1,093 federal field agents are not included in AVR surveys, using the current regional average AVR of 1.34, 277 vehicle trip reductions would be foregone (e.g. lost) [For example: 1,093 window employees ÷ 1.34 = 816 daily commute trips; 1,093 – 816 = 277 commute trip reductions foregone].
Using EMFAC 2002 emission factors, the associated mobile source emission reductions foregone from the loss of 277 commute trips are shown in Table 4-4.  The results show that the potential mobile source emissions foregone associated with the loss of 277 commute trip reductions, assuming a regional average AVR of 1.34, will not exceed SCAQMD daily significance thresholds.  The results in Table 4-4 are for the year 2004, using EMFAC 2002 emission factors. 
TABLE 4-4
MOBILE SOURCE EMISSION REDUCTIONS FOREGONE FROM EXCLUSION
OF FEDERAL FIELD AGENTS FROM AVR SURVEYS
	Pollutant
	Emission Factor 

(lbs/day)
	Trip Reductions Foregone
	Emission Reductions Foregone
(lbs/day)

	CO
	0.42981
	277
	119

	NOx
	0.04458
	277
	12

	VOC
	0.04084
	277
	11


Summary of Operational Air Quality Impacts

Table 4-5 summarizes the three potential operational air quality impacts from implementing PAR 2202:  (1) Emission Factors - updating the on-road mobile source emission factors from EMFAC 7F to EMFAC 2002; (2) CO Emission Reductions Foregone – adding the inter-pollutant crediting compliance option; and (3) Loss of Future Trip Reductions and Associated Emission Reductions Foregone – loss of mobile source emission reductions by excluding federal field agents from participation in AVR surveys.  
As discussed in the project description in Chapter 2, the current rule amendments allow ECRP participants to implement a variety of performance requirements/enhanced good faith determination elements if they are not able to reach their target AVR.  It is important to note that emission reductions cannot be attributed to these performance requirements (e.g. quantified) due to the fact that the performance requirements are basically enhanced good faith strategies to encourage and promote ridesharing.  How each of these strategies will affect commute behavior and assist employers in achieving their AVR target, is unknown.

Table 4-5 shows that CO air quality impacts associated with the proposed rule amendments in the year 2004 would exceed the SCAQMD’s daily CO significance threshold, primarily as a result of implementing the inter-pollutant crediting compliance option.  In spite of the emission reduction benefits from updating the on-road mobile source emission factors, CO emission reduction foregone impacts continue to exceed the SCAQMD’s daily CO significance threshold.

TABLE 4-5
SUMMARY OF THE AIR QUALITY EFFECTS OF PAR 2202 IN YEAR 2004
(lbs/day)
	Rule Provision
	VOC
	CO
	NOx

	Updating Emission Factors 
	-484
	-10,997
	-1,075

	Inter-pollutant Crediting for AQIP and ERS Programs  
	N/A
	+33,441
	N/A

	Exclusion of Federal Field Agents from AVR Surveys
	+11
	+119
	+12

	TOTALS
	-473
	+22,563
	-1,063

	Significance Threshold
	55
	550
	55

	Significant?
	No
	Yes
	No


Note:  The negative numbers (-) denote emission reductions (e.g. actual air quality benefits) and the positive (+) numbers denote emission reductions foregone (e.g. lost).
PROJECT-SPECIFIC MITIGATION:  As shown in Table 4-5, implementing PAR 2202 is expected to result in 22,563 pounds of CO emissions reductions foregone per day in the year 2004.  
AQ-1.
To ensure that the pollutant crediting provision does not jeopardize the SCAQMD’s efforts to attain and maintain the state and federal ambient air quality standard for CO, the SCAQMD will monitor all future CO emissions inventories.  If regionwide CO emissions increase, the SCAQMD will consider revisiting the inter-pollutant crediting provision of the proposed amendments to reduce CO emission reductions foregone.  

Remaining Air Quality Impacts:  Implementing the mitigation measure relative to interpollutant crediting may result in future actions by the SCAQMD to modify or eliminate this provision.  Since no action is currently planned however, this mitigation measure will not reduce CO air quality impacts to insignificance.  Therefore, CO air quality impacts remain significant after implementing the mitigation measure requiring monitoring future CO inventories.  As a result, a Statement of Findings and a Statement of Overriding Considerations will be prepared for the Governing Board’s consideration and approval prior to the public hearing for the proposed rule amendments.
CUMULATIVE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS:  Cumulative impacts refer to two or more individual affects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental impacts.  It should be noted that the air quality analysis in this revised draft the EA is a conservative, “worst-case” analysis, and the actual impacts may not be as great as estimated here.  The amount of emission reductions to be achieved by PAR 2202 plus other SCAQMD control measures is expected to result in net CO emission reductions and overall air quality improvement.  Appendix III of the 2003 AQMP (Figures 2-8A and 2-8B) shows that between 1997 and the year 2010, regional CO emissions are expected to decline by approximately 3,534 to 3,138 tons per day depending on the inventory used.  As a result, implementing 2003 AQMP control measures is expected to produce a net overall CO emission reduction regionwide that is sufficient to eliminate the significant adverse CO impacts from the proposed project.  Therefore, cumulative CO air quality impacts are expected to be less than significant. 

CUMULATIVE MITIGATION:  None required.  
POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS FOUND NOT TO BE SIGNIFICANT

All the environmental topics required to be analyzed under CEQA were reviewed in the Initial Study to determine if the proposed project would create significant impacts.  The screening analysis concluded that the following environmental areas were found not to be significant, or adversely affected by PAR 2202: aesthetics, agriculture resources, biological resources, cultural resources, energy, geology/soils, hydrology and water quality, land use and planning, mineral resources, noise, population and housing, public services, recreation, transportation/traffic, solid/hazardous waste, and hazards and hazardous materials.  Although these topics were not analyzed in further detail in this revised draft EA, a brief discussion of each is provided below.  As discussed throughout this revised draft the EA, the existing rule 2202 and the proposed amendments do not include any requirements for construction or associated activities (e.g. demolition; building of structures, facilities or infrastructure; or installation of pollution control equipment).  

Aesthetics

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are changes to an existing mobile source emission reduction program.  As a result, no changes to the aesthetic existing setting are expected.  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 in the proposed amendments to acquire land or convert agricultural land to a non-agricultural use, conflict with zoning for agricultural uses, or conflict with a Williamson Act contract.  

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 within the district.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are changes to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program and do not affect biological resources.  Consequently, the proposed amendments will not affect any habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and will not create divisions in any existing communities.  

Cultural Resources

No direct or indirect impacts from the proposed project were identified that could adversely affect cultural resources within the district.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are changes to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program and do not affect cultural resources.  As a result, the proposed project has no potential to affect 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 formal cemeteries.  

Energy

There are no provisions in the proposed amendments related to the use or generation of energy which would conflict with any energy conservation plans or existing energy standards.  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 cause significant impacts on local or regional energy supplies.  Similarly, the proposed project will not affect peak or base period demands for electricity or other forms of energy. 

Geology and Soils

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 do not include any requirements that physically alter or change the geology and soils existing setting.  Since there is no construction associated with the proposed project, its implementation would not result in the erosion of soil, or a change in existing siltation rates.  The proposed project will not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  Further, there will be no building on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or on expansive soil.  The proposed project does not generate wastewater, rely on soils capable of supporting septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, or affect in any way septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.  
Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The proposed project does not involve the handling, storage, use, generation or transportation of hazardous materials.  Further, the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are changes to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program and will 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.  In addition, there are no provisions of the proposed amendments that would impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  No aspects of the proposed amendments expose, in any way, people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, or increase fire hazards within the district.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 do not include any requirements which would physically alter the existing hydrology or water quality environment.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are changes to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program. 
Land Use and Planning

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would modify to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program.  PAR 2202 does not include the acquisition of land or conversion of land from one use to another.  There are no provisions of the proposed project that would affect land use plans, policies, or regulations.  Land use and other planning considerations determined by local governments will not be altered by the proposed amendments.  The proposed project will not affect habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and will not create divisions in any existing communities.  

Mineral Resources

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would modify to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program and do not have an 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.
Noise

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would modify to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program and do not require the addition of air pollution control equipment or any other noise producing equipment, or require the construction of any structures that could generate noise impacts.  Thus, no potential noise or ground vibration impacts are expected as a result of the proposed project. 

Population and Housing

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would modify to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program.  Human population in the SCAQMD’s jurisdiction is anticipated to grow irregardless of the proposed project.  The proposed project will not result in the addition of new homes or businesses which would directly or indirectly induce population growth.  No existing housing or existing persons will be displaced as a result of the proposed amendments which would necessitate the construction of replacement housing.  
Public Services

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 include modifications to an existing mobile source reduction program and do not include any requirements that alter the physical environment (e.g. demolition or construction).  PAR 2202 does not include any components which would affect public services such as fire and police protection, schools, parks and other public facilities.  Further, PAR 2202 does not induce population growth which will create a need for additional schools, parks and other public facilities, or include a hazard which would require a response by local fire or police departments.  

Recreation

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 do not include provisions which would cause an increase in population or affect population growth.  As a result, no aspects of the proposed amendments are expected to increase the use of existing parks or other recreational facilities, or cause the construction of new, or expansion of existing facilities.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are changes to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program. 
Transportation/Traffic

Existing Rule 2202 and the proposed amendments affect employers with 250 or more employees at a worksite.  The proposed amendments would modify an existing mobile source emissions reduction program based on daily employee commute trips.  This program establishes a series of compliance options for an employer to choose from, which could (1) reduce traffic/vehicle trips; (2) increase the level of service and reduce congestion; (3) encourage alternative transportation methods; and (4) reduce emissions from mobile sources.  The proposed project is not intended to increase traffic; create a situation which would exceed level of service standards and increase congestion; conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation; affect airports, air traffic, air safety or air traffic patterns; increase hazards due to any design features or incompatible uses; or conflict with any emergency access or parking requirements.  
Solid /Hazardous Waste

PAR 2202 does not generate new sources of, or increase existing volumes of, solid or hazardous waste.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 would modify to an existing mobile source emissions reduction program. 
Consistency

The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) and the SCAQMD have developed, with input from representatives of local government, industry, community members, public health agencies, EPA Region IX and CARB, guidance on how to assess consistency with the existing general development planning process in the Basin – The Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG).  In accordance with the RCPG, SCAG developed an Intergovernmental Review Procedures Handbook which outlines the process to assess the consistency of proposed projects with regional plans.  The SCAQMD has also adopted criteria for assessing consistency with regional plans in the CEQA Air Quality Handbook.  The following sections address consistency between PAR 2202 and relevant regional plans.
Consistency with Regional Comprehensive Plan and Guide (RCPG) Policies

The RCPG outlines a broad set of goals for the region, and identifies strategies for agencies at all levels to use in guiding their decision-making toward implementation of proposed projects. The plan is designed to meet a number of purposes.  It is intended to serve the region as a framework for decision making with respect to the growth and changes that can be anticipated during the next 20 years and beyond.  It provides a general view of the plans of the various regional agencies that will affect local governments, or that respond to the significant issues facing Southern California.  Further, it summarizes the plans which describe how the region will meet certain federal and state requirements with respect to Transportation, Growth Management, Air Quality, Housing, Hazardous Waste Management, and Water Quality Management.  

The SCAQMD prepares and adopts an AQMP approximately every three years that includes control measures to reduce CO, NOx and VOC emissions.  PAR 2202 is consistent with the objectives of the RCPG in that SCAG is an integral participant in the preparation of the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plans (AQMPs) and the AQMP is consistent with SCAG’s air quality goals for the region.  SCAG is responsible for preparing and approving portions of the AQMP relating to regional demographic projections and integrated regional land use, housing, employment, and transportation programs, measures and strategies.  Further, SCAG analyzes and provides emissions data related to its planning responsibilities.  

Consistency with RCPG Growth Management Chapter 
The Growth Management goals in the RCPG are broken down into three categories.  These three categories and the associated goals are presented below:

Standard of Living – Support local land use actions that: (a) minimize public and private development costs; (b) enable individuals to spend less income on housing costs; and (c) enable firms to be more competitive.

Quality of Life – Support local land use actions and urban forms that: (a) preserve open space and natural resources; (b) are aesthetically pleasing and preserve the character of communities; and (c) attain mobility and clean air goals.

Equity – Support development of urban forms that: (a) avoid economic and social polarization; and (b) accommodate a diversity of life cycles.

PAR 2202 will not interfere with the achievement of such growth management goals, nor would it interfere with any powers exercised by local land use agencies because it does not affect land use decisions, and does not affect urban forms or produce social or economic polarization.  Further, PAR 2202 is not expected to interfere with attaining the RCPG growth management goals, but rather to assist in improving the regional quality of life by improving air quality throughout the region.
Consistency with RCPG Regional Mobility Element  
The Regional Mobility Element (RME) is the principal transportation policy, strategy, and objective statement of SCAG, proposing a comprehensive strategy for achieving mobility and air quality mandates.  The RME describes the region’s strategy for adjusting its transportation behavior as it balances the constraints of government-mandated financial and environmental objectives and mobility demands.  

The RME links the goal of sustaining mobility with the goals of fostering economic development, enhancing the environment, reducing energy consumption, promoting transportation-friendly development patterns, and encouraging fair and equitable access to residents affected by socio-economic, geographic and commercial limitations.

PAR 2202 is consistent with the RCPG RME’s goal of enhancing the environment in that the overall intent of PAR 2202 is to improve air quality and reduce work-related commute trips.  
Consistency with RCPG Air Quality Chapter  
SCAG’s RCPG Air Quality Chapter discusses SCAG’s air quality planning responsibilities and also describes plans and policies developed by regional, state and federal air agencies.  Of SCAG’s conformity responsibilities, it has a statutory role in the development of the SCAQMD AQMP and the relationship between transportation and air quality planning.  As a result, PAR 2202 will not hinder ambient air quality standard attainment goals established in the AQMP.  
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iNTRODUCTION

This revised draft EA provides a discussion of a range of reasonable alternatives to the proposed project as required by CEQA Guidelines.  Alternatives include measures for attaining most of the basic objectives of the proposed project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the 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.  CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c) specifically state 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 (the rule which implements the SCAQMD’s certified regulatory program) 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 and explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination (CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(c)).  

The alternative to PAR 2202 considered and rejected as infeasible by the SCAQMD was to allow inter-pollutant crediting to occur in “two directions.”  What this means is that employers with more than 250 employees could use CO emission credits to comply with their VOC or NOx ERTs, as well as allowing the use of VOC or NOx emission credits to comply with their CO ERTs.  
The proposed project allows inter-pollutant crediting in only “one direction” (VOC and/or NOx to CO) due to the fact that the SCAQMD is essentially in attainment for CO.  Allowing crediting to occur in two directions is not a feasible alternative due to the fact that the district is not in attainment for ozone and VOC and NOx are ozone precursors.  As a result, VOC and NOx emissions would not be reduced, which would hinder progress in attaining the state and federal ambient air quality standards in the region.  

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

The following proposed alternatives were developed by modifying specific components of the proposed project.  The rationale for selecting and modifying specific components of the proposed project 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.  Table 5-1 summarizes the alternatives for PAR 2202.  Unless otherwise noted, all other components of the proposed alternatives are identical to the current rule and the proposed amendments to the rule.  
TABLE 5-1

SUMMARY OF PAR 2202 ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS 
	RULE COMPONENTS
	PROPOSED PROJECT
	ALTERNATIVE A

(No Project)


	ALTERNATIVE B

(Mandatory AVR Requirement)

	Updating Emission Factors 
	Update on-road mobile source emission factors from CARB EMFAC 7F to EMFAC 2002 
	Continue using outdated emission factors (EMFAC 7F)
	Same as proposed project.

	Inter-pollutant Crediting for AQIP and ERS programs.


	Allowed at a ratio of one pound of VOC for every 10 pounds of CO; and one pound of NOx for every six pounds of CO.
	Not included under this alternative.  
	Same as proposed project.

	Exclusion of Federal  Field Agents from AVR survey.
	Allowed – 1,093 federal field agents identified as potentially being excluded from AVR surveys.
	Not included under this alternative.  
	Same as proposed project.

	ECRP mandatory AVR requirements
	AVR attainment remains a goal, not a requirement.
	AVR attainment remains a goal, not a requirement.
	Mandatory AVR attainment beginning in January 2005 based on a regional average of 1.5.


Alternative A - No Project Alternative

Alternative A is the “No Project” alternative.  This alternative would, in effect, be the default condition if the proposed amendments to PAR 2202 are not adopted.  
Updating Emission Factors - Rule 2202 would continue to use outdated mobile source emission factors (CARB EMFAC 7F), thus providing inaccurate emissions information which would ultimately lead to an inconsistency with the AQMP emissions inventory.   

Inter-pollutant Crediting for AQIP and ERS programs - The “no project” alternative would not include an inter-pollutant crediting provision.  
Exclusion of Federal Field Agents from AVR surveys - The “no project” alternative does not include a provision to exclude federal law enforcement field agents from AVR surveys.  
Alternative B – Mandatory AVR Requirement and Lowest Toxics Alternative
Alternative B consists of the previously proposed project evaluated in the April 2, 2003 NOP/IS circulated for a 30-day public review and comment period between April 3, 2003 and May 2, 2003, which would require ECRP participants to achieve their worksite-specific target AVR which averaged over the entire region is an AVR of 1.5.  All four components of Alternative B described in the following paragraphs become effective upon rule adoption, except for the mandatory AVR requirements which become effective January 1, 2005.

Updating Emission Factors - Alternative B would require an update to the Rule 2202 on-road mobile source emission factors to be consistent with the AQMP emissions inventory.  The on-road mobile source emission factors would be updated from CARB’s EMFAC 7F to EMFAC 2002.

Inter-pollutant Crediting for AQIP and ERS Programs - Alternative B includes the identical inter-pollutant crediting provision as the proposed project.  This alternative allows a crediting ratio of one pound of VOC for every 10 pounds of CO; and one pound of NOx for every six pounds of CO.  
Exclusion of Federal Field Agents from AVR Surveys - Alternative B allows for federal law enforcement employers to exclude field agents from their AVR surveys.  

ECRP Mandatory AVR Requirement - Alternative B requires ECRP participants to achieve their worksite-specific target AVR which averaged over the entire region is an AVR of 1.5.  Employers who choose to participate in the ECRP option determine their worksite AVR based on the number of employees reporting to a worksite in the peak commute window divided by the number of vehicles driven to the worksite during that time.  
The environmental justice (EJ) enhancements adopted by the Governing Board in 2002 included EJ enhancement II-1, which requires SCAQMD EAs that include an alternatives analysis to consider a feasible project alternative with the lowest toxics emissions.  This EJ enhancement acknowledged that there could be trade-offs between reducing VOC and criteria pollutant emissions versus reducing air toxics.  For example, reducing the VOC content requirement for coatings, adhesives or solvents, may result in reformulating these products with potentially low VOC or exempt toxic compounds, resulting in increased air toxic emissions.  In this situation a least toxics alternative would allow a higher VOC content, with resulting less VOC emission reductions as well as less or no air toxic emissions.  
In the context of PAR 2202, Alternative B is considered to be the lowest toxics alternative for the following reasons.  Alternative B would require ECRP participants to achieve their worksite-specific target AVR which averaged over the entire region is an AVR of 1.5.  This mandatory AVR requirement is expected to result in more vehicle trip reductions than the proposed project and all other project alternatives.  Exhaust emissions from gasoline-powered light-duty passenger vehicles contain small amounts of toxics emissions, primarily benzene and 1,3 butadiene.  As a result, greater reductions in light-duty passenger vehicle trips will result in air quality and human health benefits by reducing benzene and 1,3 butadiene emissions. 

COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Air Quality

The Initial Study Environmental Checklist identified air quality as the only environmental area that could be significantly adversely affected by the proposed project.  Further evaluation of potential air quality impacts in Chapter 4 of this revised draft EA confirmed that significant adverse project-specific air quality impacts would occur as a result of implementing PAR 2202.  One feasible mitigation measure was identified, but it is not expected to reduce air quality to less than significant levels.

The following sub-sections briefly describe potential adverse air quality impacts that may be generated by each project alternative.  Potential adverse air quality impacts are quantified where sufficient data are available.  A comparison of the air quality impacts for each project alternative is provided in Table 5-4.  No other environmental topics were identified that could be adversely affected by implementing any project alternative. 
Alternative A - No Project 

The No Project Alternative is the default condition if the proposed amendments to PAR 2202 are not adopted.  Rule 2202 would continue to use outdated on-road mobile source emission factors (EMFAC 7F); no CO emission reductions would be foregone; and federal law enforcement employers would not be allowed to exclude field agents from their AVR surveys. 

There are no direct or indirect adverse air quality impacts associated with this alternative.  Continuing to use EMFAC 7F emission factors however, will produce emission reductions that will be inconsistent with the 2003 AQMP.  Further, continuing to use EMFAC 7F emission factors means that emission reductions that are anticipated to occur from the ERS and AQIP compliance options under the proposed project would not occur.  Although the emission reductions foregone from inter-pollutant crediting and excluding federal field agents from being included in AVR surveys would not occur, neither would the benefit of updating the on-road mobile source emission factors.
Alternative B – Mandatory Regional Average AVR and Lowest Toxic Alternative
Alternative B would require the on-road mobile source emission factors to be updated from EMFAC 7F to EMFAC 2002, so that the emission factors used to calculate emission reductions in Rule 2202 will be consistent with the most recent CARB emission factor model and the 2003 AQMP.  Updating the on-road mobile source emission factors is expected to produce the same emission reduction benefits as the proposed project.
The exclusion of federal field agents from an employer’s AVR survey would have the same effects under Alternative B, as with the proposed project (e.g. a reduction in the number of commute trips reduced because affected employers would need fewer trip reductions to achieve their target AVR). 
Similar to the proposed project, the inter-pollutant crediting provision of Alternative B would result in a maximum of up to 33,441 pounds per day of CO emission reductions foregone (e.g. lost).

Alternative B includes a requirement that ECRP participants achieve their worksite-specific target AVR which averaged over the entire region is an AVR of 1.5.  This provision is expected to reduce the impact of CO emission reductions foregone, but not to a level of non-significance.

Currently, Rule 2202 states that employers may opt to prepare and implement an ECRP that will “be reasonably likely to result in achieving their AVR goal.”  Alternative B would require ECRP participants to achieve and maintain their worksite-specific AVR.  Based on the Rule 2202 database for the year 2002, not all employers in the ECRP are currently meeting their AVR goal.  The 2002 ECRP regional average AVR was 1.34.  

To calculate the air quality effect of requiring ECRP participants to achieve their worksite-specific target AVR which averaged over the entire region is an AVR of 1.5, it is necessary to calculate the number of daily commute trips which would be reduced if all ECRP employers met their target AVR.  This is accomplished by:

Step 1:  divide the number of weekly employee trips by five days per week to get daily employee trips;

Step 2:  divide daily employee trips by the worksite-specific target AVR (e.g. 1.75, 1.5 or 1.3) to get the number of trips reduced assuming the worksite meets its AVR target; 

Step 3:  divide daily employee trips by the worksite’s actual AVR to get the actual number of trips being reduced at the worksite; and

Step 4:  Subtract the actual number of trips being reduced at the worksite from the target number of trips which would be reduced assuming the worksite meets its target AVR.  

The final result is the number of daily commute trips which would be reduced if all ECRP employers met their target AVR.  Once the number of daily commute trips reduced has been determined, it is necessary to multiply this number by the average trip length to obtain the total number of vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  The VMT is then multiplied by the appropriate emission factor for each pollutant to determine the emission reductions associated with achieving the target AVR.  
The emission reductions (e.g. air quality benefits) from requiring mandatory regional average 1.5 AVR attainment are shown in Table 5-2.  These mobile source emission reductions are based on 33,875 trips reduced.  This number was derived by looking at each of the ECRP facilities individually and calculating the trip reductions associated with the difference between their current AVR and their target AVR, as explained above.

Under Alternative B, the additional mobile source emission reductions (e.g. air quality benefits) from the regional average 1.5 mandatory AVR attainment will not be realized however, until the year 2005.  As a result, the emission reductions from daily commute trips reduced in Table 5-2 are based on 2005 emission factors.

TABLE 5-2

EMISSION REDUCTIONS ASSOCIATED WITH A MANDATORY REGIONAL AVERAGE 1.5 AVR

(lbs/day)

	Pollutant
	EMFAC 2002 Emission Factors

(Year 2005)
	Daily Commute Trips Reduced
	Emission Reductions 

	CO
	0.38846
	33,875
	13,159

	NOx
	0.03954
	33,875
	1,339

	VOC
	0.03677
	33,875
	1,246


A summary of the overall air quality effects of Alternative B is provided in Table 5-3.  

TABLE 5-3
SUMMARY OF THE OVERALL AIR QUALITY EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVE B

(lbs/day)
	Rule Provision
	VOC
	CO
	NOx

	Updating Emission Factors 
	-484
	-10,997
	-1,075

	Inter-pollutant Crediting for AQIP and ERS Programs (1)
	N/A
	+33,441
	N/A

	Exclusion of Federal Field Agents from AVR Surveys (1) 
	+11
	+119
	+12

	TOTAL FOR YEAR 2004
	-473
	+22,563
	-1,063

	Significance Threshold
	55
	550
	55

	Significant?
	No
	Yes
	No

	ECRP Mandatory AVR Requirement
	-1,246
	-13,159
	-1,339

	TOTAL FOR YEAR 2005
	-1,719
	+9,404
	-2,402

	Significance Threshold
	55
	550
	55

	Significant?
	No
	Yes
	No


(1)   These numbers are based on the EMFAC 2002 on-road mobile source emission factors for the year 2004 in the Rule 2202 Preliminary Draft Staff Report.  They have not been updated using year 2005 factors when added to the year 2005 mandatory AVR results.  This approach is considered a conservative approach as EMFAC emission factors tend to decline over time as newer less polluting cars are added to the inventory and older, more polluting cars, are retired.
Note:  The negative numbers (-) denote emission reductions (e.g. air quality benefits) and the positive (+) numbers denote emission reductions foregone (e.g. lost).
Overall, the direct air quality effects associated with this alternative are as follows.  The inter-pollutant crediting provision of Alternative B will result in 33,441 pounds per day of anticipated CO emission reductions foregone (e.g. lost).  Alternative B also includes a provision requiring ECRP participants to achieve their worksite-specific target AVR which averaged over the entire region is an AVR of 1.5, which results in 13,159 pounds per day of actual CO emission reductions.  Although the mandatory AVR attainment requirement will not reduce air quality impacts to a level of non-significance, Alternative B would create additional air quality benefits exceeding those expected from the proposed project.

TABLE 5-4
COMPARISON OF THE AIR QUALITY EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT AND EACH ALTERNATIVE

(lbs/day)

	ALTERNATIVE
	Pollutant

	
	VOC
	CO
	NOx

	Proposed Project

Totals for 2004
	-473
	+22,563
	-1,063

	Totals for 2005
	-473
	+22,563
	-1,063

	Alternative A(a):

Totals for 2004
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Totals for 2005
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	Alternative B(b):

Totals for 2004
	-473
	+22,563
	-1,063

	Totals for 2005
	-1,719
	+9,404
	-2,402


(a)
Alternative A – No Project Alternative
(b)
Alternative B – Mandatory Regional Average AVR Requirement and Lowest Toxic Alternative
Note 1: The negative numbers (-) denote emission reductions (e.g. air quality benefits) and the positive (+) numbers denote emission reductions foregone (e.g. lost).
Note 2:  The effects of 2005 include the effects of 2004.

CONCLUSION

Alternative A, the No Project Alternative, overall could be considered the environmentally superior alternative.  The reason for this conclusion is that although the air quality benefits of updating the mobile source emission factors and any mandatory AVR requirement would not occur, the significant adverse air quality impacts from inter-pollutant crediting and exempting federal field agents also would not occur.  CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2) states in part that if the environmentally superior alternative is the “No Project” alternative, the CEQA document shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.  Based on the conclusion that the No Project alternative is the environmentally superior alternative, consistent with CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2) the environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives is Alternative B because significant adverse impacts are not as great as for the proposed project and emission reduction benefits for other mobile source pollutants will be greater than for Alternative A.
C H A P T E R   6
O T H E R   C E Q A   T O P I C S
Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

Other CEQA Topics

Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes

CEQA Guidelines §15126(c) and §15126.2(c) require an environmental analysis to consider "significant irreversible environmental changes which would be involved in the proposed project should it be implemented."  Irreversible changes typically refer to the use of nonrenewable resources or the irreversible commitment of nonrenewable resources.  Implementation of PAR 2202 is not anticipated to result in any significant irreversible adverse environmental changes.  Even though CO air quality impacts are considered significant, implementing all AQMP control measures will result in further CO emission reductions in the future.
Potential Growth-Inducing Impacts

CEQA Guidelines §15126(d) and §15126.2(d) require an environmental analysis to consider the "growth-inducing impact of the proposed action."  Growth-inducing impacts can generally be characterized in three ways: (1) a project is located in an undeveloped area and brings with it urban infrastructure such that development pressure is placed on immediate and surrounding land; (2) a large project affects the immediate and surrounding area facilitating and indirectly promoting further community growth; and (3) a new type of development is allowed in an area which subsequently establishes a precedent for additional development of a similar character.  None of these scenarios characterize the proposed project. 

Implementing PAR 2202 will not have a direct or an indirect growth-inducing impact because the proposed project will not cause residential, commercial, industrial or infrastructure development, or require activities which would affect population or housing within the Basin. Further, the proposed project does not directly encourage the growth of any industry or neighborhood.  
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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 in portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin and Mojave Desert Air Basin, referred to herein collectively as the District.  By statute, the SCAQMD is required to adopt an air quality management plan (AQMP) which outlines plans and programs to achieve compliance with national and state ambient air quality standards for all areas within the District
.  Furthermore, the SCAQMD must adopt rules and regulations that carry out the AQMP
.  The 1997 AQMP 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).

The general purpose of Rule 2202 is to reduce specified amounts of VOCs, NO2 and CO mobile source emissions by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.   Specifically, PAR 2202 seeks to (1) update mobile source emission factors from CARB’s EMFAC 7F model to CARB’s EMFAC 2002 model; (2) clarify language in the “definitions” section of the rule; (3) remove emission factors from the rule and incorporate them into the Rule 2202 – On-Road Motor Vehicle Mitigation Options Implementation Guidelines; and (4) add an interpollutant trading compliance program.  Associated Rule 2202 compliance documents (“Implementation Guidelines” and “Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines”) would also be updated to reflect the proposed amendments.

This Initial Study, prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), identifies “air quality” as the only environmental factor that may be potentially affected by the proposed project as a result of potential CO reductions foregone under the Interpollutant Trading program.  A Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) will be prepared to specifically evaluate potential air quality impacts to determine whether or not the impacts are significant. 

Throughout this document, the references to “proposed project” or “PAR 2202” are one in the same and are used interchangeably.

california environmental quality act

PAR 2202 is a “project” as defined by the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) [Cal. Public Resources Code §21065] and the SCAQMD is the lead agency for the proposed project.  California Public Resources Code §21080.5 allows public agencies with certified 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 its regulatory program.  The SCAQMD’s regulatory program was certified on March 1, 1989, and is codified as SCAQMD Rule 110.  Pursuant to Rule 110, SCAQMD will prepare a Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate potential significant adverse environmental impacts associated with PAR 2202.

An environmental impact is defined as an impact to the physical conditions which exist within the area which would be affected by a proposed project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, noise, or objects of historic significance.  CEQA and Rule 110 both require that potential significant adverse environmental impacts of proposed projects be evaluated, and that feasible methods to reduce or avoid these significant adverse environmental impacts be implemented.  To fulfill the purpose and intent of CEQA, the SCAQMD has prepared this Initial Study to identify the potential significant adverse environmental impacts associated with implementing PAR 2202.  The Initial Study is also intended to solicit information about the proposed project from other public agencies and interested parties prior to the release of the Draft EA.  

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.  Written comments on the scope of the environmental analysis in this document received by the SCAQMD during the 30-day review and comment period will be considered when preparing the Draft EA.

PROJECT OBJECTIVE

The District is faced with a number of constraints and complex circumstances to achieving clean air.  These include the physical and meteorological setting, the large pollutant emissions burden of the Basin, and the rapid population growth of the area.

The objective of Rule 2202 is to reduce specific amounts of VOCs, NO2 and CO mobile source emissions by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 will not change the existing purpose or objectives of the current rule.  The amendments will: (1) update mobile source emission factors from CARB’s EMFAC 7F model to CARB’s EMFAC 2002 model; (2) clarify language in the “definitions” section of the rule; (3) remove emission factors from the rule and incorporate them into the Implementation Guidelines; and (4) add an interpollutant trading compliance program.  Associated Rule 2202 compliance documents (“Implementation Guidelines” and “Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines”) would also be updated to reflect the proposed amendments.

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) (Orange County and the nondesert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties) and the Riverside County portions of the Salton Sea Air Basin (SSAB) and the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB).  The Basin, which is a subregion 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 Riverside County portion of the SSAB is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to 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 Riverside County and the SSAB that is bounded by the San Jacinto Mountains to the west and the eastern boundary of the Coachella Valley to the east.  The Los Angeles County portion of the MDAB (known as North County or Antelope Valley) is bounded by the San Gabriel Mountains to the south and west, the Los Angeles/Kern county border to the north, and the Los Angeles/San Bernardino county border to the east.  The SSAB and MDAB were previously included in a single large Basin called the Southeast Desert Air Basin (SEDAB).  On May 30, 1996, the California Air Resources Board replaced the SEDAB with the SSAB and MDAB.  In July 1997, the Antelope Valley area of MDAB was separated from the District and incorporated into a new air district under the jurisdiction of the newly formed Antelope Valley Air Pollution Control District (AVAPCD).  The entire District is shown in Figure 1-1.
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South Coast Air Quality Management District

PROJECT BACKGROUND

In the early 1990s the SCAQMD adopted Rules 1501 “Work Trip Reduction Plans” and 1501.1 “Alternatives to Work Trip Reduction Plans.”  Rules 1501 and 1501.1 were adopted to require employers with 100 or more employees at a worksite to develop trip reduction plans to reduce mobile source emissions from commuters.  These rules were adopted in order to comply with state and federal requirements for extreme non-attainment areas.  

In the mid 1990s state legislation was passed prohibiting mandatory trip reduction plans.  As a result, Rule 2202 was developed to provide employers with a menu of emission reduction strategies, or programs, to reduce mobile source emissions and meet their emission reduction targets for their worksite.  Rule 2202 replaced Rules 1501 and 1501.1.

Further legislation was passed to increase the employee compliance threshold from 100 to 250.  Rule 2202 was amended to restrict the applicability of the rule to employers who employ 250 or more employees at a worksite, and permanently exempted worksites with fewer than 250 employees.  

The current version of Rule 2202 requires any employer who employs 250 or more employees at a worksite to implement an emission reduction program related to commuter trips and to meet an annual emission reduction target (ERT) or an average vehicle ridership (AVR) target based on the location of the worksite.  ERTs are the annual VOC, NOx and CO emissions allowed based on the number of employees per worksite and the employee reduction factor (pounds per year per employee).  Rule 2202 provides employers with a menu of compliance programs to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.   
The current proposed amendments to Rule 2202 include administrative changes and the addition of new compliance programs for employers.  The Rule 2202 supporting compliance documents will also be revised as part of the currently proposed amendments.

EXISTING COMPLIANCE PROGRAMS
Rule 2202 provides employers with three compliance programs to choose from to reduce emissions generated from mobile sources, specifically employee commutes.  The three existing compliance programs in the current version of Rule 2202 are:

1.
Air Quality Investment Program (AQIP) - The AQIP is a voluntary emission reduction compliance program which allows employers to pay into a program which funds stationary and mobile source emission reduction strategies that will achieve emission reductions equivalent to or greater than those required under Rule 2202.  Employers may elect to participate in a triennial compliance program and invest funds per employee reporting to the worksite in the peak commute window; or annually invest funds 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.
Employee Commute Reduction Program (ECRP) - Employers may elect to implement an ECRP to achieve and maintain their AVR target by reducing the number of work related vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled.  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 SCAQMD certified training course.

3.
Other Emission Reduction Strategies (ERS) - Employers may receive credit towards their emission reduction target by participating in emission reduction strategies that can be demonstrated as real, quantifiable and enforceable emission reductions.  Such strategies may include, but are not limited to, the reduction of non-work trips, other vehicle or engine accelerated turnover programs, provide investments in clean fuel infrastructure, provide new vehicle purchase subsidies or discounts, and/or participation in local community or development projects that reduce trip or energy demand or that expand clean fuel or high-occupancy travel options.

AFFECTED FACILITIES
In 2002, there were 1,332 worksites in the District affected by Rule 2202.  Employers currently have the option of participating in three key programs: (1) ERS; (2) the AQIP; and (3) the ECRP.  Of these worksites an estimated 23 percent use the ERS program, 22 percent use the AQIP, and 55 percent elect to implement an ECRP.  Further, 1,077 worksites employ 250 to 1,000 individuals (81 percent), and 255 worksites employ more than 1,000 to as many as 32,000 individuals (19 percent).  
For the ERS, the goal is for employers to meet the emission reduction target for that worksite, which depends on the number of employees reporting to work during the a.m. peak window time period (6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.), the employee emission reduction factor for that zone, and the number of vehicle trip emission credits.

Under the AQIP, employers pay a fixed amount per employee (reporting to a worksite during the a.m. peak window) into a fund where the monies are used to fund cost-effective emission reduction programs or purchase actual emission reductions. 
In the ECRP, the goal is for employers to achieve an average vehicle ridership target based on the location of their worksite.  

In the past five years, the trend has been for employers to move from participating in the ECRP to participating in the AQIP compliance program.  The current worksite inventory is broken down by program and county in Table 1-1 below.

TABLE 1-1
NUMBER OF WORKSITES BY PROGRAM AND BY COUNTY (2002)

	County
	Program

	
	ERS
	AQIP
	ECRP
	TOTALS

	Los Angeles
	162
	166
	517
	845

	Orange
	84
	76
	137
	297

	Riverside
	33
	18
	49
	100

	San Bernardino
	16
	17
	57
	90

	TOTALS
	295
	277
	760
	1,332


PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The components of the current version of Rule 2202 and the proposed amendments are summarized below.  The complete text of proposed amended rule (PAR) 2202 is included as Appendix A of this document.

Purpose
· The purpose of Rule 2202 is to reduce specific amounts of VOCs, NO2 and CO mobile source emissions by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.  The proposed amendments will not change the purpose of Rule 2202.

Applicability
· The rule applies to worksites that have 250 or more employees per worksite.  The proposed amendments will not change the applicability aspects of existing Rule 2202.
Definitions

· The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are administrative in nature and include changes, additions and clarifications to the terminology used in the Rule to be consistent with other rules and programs within the SCAQMD which have been revised since the last amendment to Rule 2202.  
Requirements
· An employer subject to this rule shall register annually with the District to implement an emission reduction program that will obtain an emission reduction or air quality benefit that is equivalent to its worksite specific emission reduction target (ERT) specified for the subsequent year. 
· The rule includes three compliance programs available to employers: (1) the AQIP; (2) the ECRP (also known as the rideshare program); and (3) ERS.  

· Employers are currently allowed to use emission credits generated pursuant to one or more of the following sources to meet their emission reduction target:  

1. Mobile Source Emission Reduction Credits (MSERCs);

2. Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) from Stationary Sources;

3. Vehicle Trip Emission Credits (VTECs);

4. General Emission Credit Provisions

5. Area Source Credits (ASCs)

· The proposed amendments add the ability for employers to participate in Interpollutant Trading (e.g. using VOC or NOx credits to substitute for CO reductions) under the other Emission Reduction Strategies program.  

Exemptions and Alternative Compliance

· The following exemptions and alternative compliance programs are in the existing Rule 2202 and will not be affected by the proposed amendments.

1. Any employer whose employee population at a worksite is less than 250 employees;

2. Any employer who has declared bankruptcy;

3. Rather than comply with the provisions of subdivision (e) [“Requirements”] of this Rule, employers may elect to implement an ECRP that demonstrates conformance with the ECRP Guidelines.
4. Any public or private primary or secondary school district or school that buses two students for every one peak window employee at worksites.

5. Any primary or secondary school district demonstrating financial hardship pursuant to Division 3 of the California Education Code.
Compliance Schedule
· The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 will become effective 90 days from the date of rule adoption.  

Fees
· Registration forms submitted by employers shall be subject to the fee schedules set forth in SCAQMD Rules 308 or 311.  The proposed amendments will not change this section of the rule. 
Other 

· The existing version of Rule 2202 includes CARB EMFAC 7F emission factors.  The currently proposed amendments to Rule 2202 will include updating the emission factors from the CARB EMFAC 7F model to the CARB’s EMFAC 2002 model.

· The currently proposed amendments will also include updating the existing compliance support documents – the Implementation Guidelines and the Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines.  Further, these compliance support documents will be bifurcated from the actual Rule so that they can be more easily updated.

PROPOSED NEW COMPLIANCE PROGRAM

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 do not reduce the number of compliance programs for employers.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 add a new subset compliance program (“Interpollutant Trading”) under the “Other ERS” compliance program category discussed above.  Interpollutant Trading is also referred to as Interpollutant Offsets.  
Interpollutant Trading - Interpollutant Trading is being proposed as an additional program to increase compliance flexibility while achieving the clean air objectives.  Interpollutant trading is using a surplus of one type of pollutant in order to obtain emission reductions of another type of pollutant.  In the proposed amendments, Interpollutant Trading will allow employers to use surplus VOC and NOx credits to offset CO emission reduction requirements based on a specified ratio (e.g. 10 pounds of CO for one pound of VOC and 5 pounds of CO for one pound of NOx).  Potential impacts from this compliance program include CO reductions foregone (or emission reductions not achieved) due to the trading of one pollutant for another.

ALTERNATIVES

The Draft EA will discuss and compare alternatives to the proposed project as required by CEQA and by SCAQMD Rule 110.  Alternatives must include realistic measures for attaining the basic objectives of the proposed project and provide a means for evaluating the comparative merits of each alternative.  In addition, the range of alternatives must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice and it need not include every conceivable project alternative.  The key issue is whether the selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decision making and 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 does not impose any greater requirements for a discussion of project alternatives in an environmental assessment than is required for an Environmental Impact Report under CEQA.  Alternatives will be developed based in part on the major components of the proposed rule.  The rationale for selecting alternatives rests on CEQA’s requirement to present “realistic” alternatives; that is alternatives that can actually be implemented.  CEQA also requires an evaluation of a “No Project Alternative.”  Written suggestions on potential project alternatives received during the comment period for the Initial Study will be considered when preparing the Draft EA.
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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

	Name of Proponent:
	South Coast Air Quality Management District

	Address of Proponent:
	21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, CA  91765

	Lead Agency Name:
	South Coast Air Quality Management District

	CEQA Contact Person:
	Ms. Kathy C. Stevens  (909) 396-3439

	Rule Contact Person:
	Mr. Ernest Lopez  (909) 396-3305

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


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:   April 2, 2003


Signature:








Steve Smith, Ph.D.




Program Supervisor – CEQA 



Planning, Rule Development, and 




Area Sources

GENERAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT

The purpose of existing Rule 2202 is to reduce NOx, VOC and CO specific amounts of VOC, NO2 and CO mobile source emissions by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.  These employers are required to implement an emission reduction program related to employee commute trips and to meet an annual ERT, or an AVR target based on the location of the worksite.  

CEQA Guidelines §15360 defines the “environment” as the physical conditions which exist within the area which will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.  Both the existing Rule 2202 program, and the proposed amendments, do not include any requirements to physically alter the environment (e.g., construction of new buildings or structures, modifications to existing buildings or structures, or the installation of pollution control equipment).

The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 modify an existing administrative program:  specifically, to (1) update mobile source emission factors from CARB’s EMFAC 7F model to CARB’s EMFAC 2002 model; (2) clarify language in the “definitions” section of the rule; (3) remove emission factors from the rule and incorporate them into the “Implementation Guidelines”; and (4) allow interpollutant trading which will increase compliance flexibility under the “other Emission Reduction Strategies” category to allow interpollutant trading.  Associated Rule 2202 compliance documents (Implementation Guidelines and Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines) would also be updated to reflect the proposed amendments.
The primary potential adverse affect from the implementation of the proposed amendments is the potential for CO reductions foregone (or CO emission reductions not achieved) due to the addition of Interpollutant Trading as a compliance program for employers.  The proposed amendments will allow for Interpollutant Trading between VOC and CO, and NOx and CO emission credits.  Worksites having a bank of stationary or mobile source VOC or NOx credits will now be allowed to use these credits to trade for CO emission reduction requirements, resulting in a potential for CO reductions foregone (or CO emission reductions not achieved).  As a result, a Draft EA will be prepared to provide a further evaluation of the air quality impacts associated with the proposed amendments, and specifically the interpollutant trading program.
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 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the environment.  As a result, no changes to the aesthetic existing setting are expected.  Consequently, 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 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the environment.  In addition, there are no requirements in the proposed amendments to acquire land or convert agricultural land to a non-agricultural use.  Consequently, the proposed project will not convert farmland to another land use, conflict with zoning for agricultural uses, or conflict with a Williamson Act contract.  

There are no provisions in the proposed amendments that would affect land use plans, policies, zoning, or regulations.  Further, land use, zoning and other planning considerations are determined by local governments and will not 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): The purpose of the SCAQMD Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP) is to set forth a comprehensive program that will lead the District into compliance with all state and federal air quality planning requirements.  The air pollution control strategies in the AQMP are directed at controlling both natural and man-made sources of emissions.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are not in conflict with or will not obstruct the implementation of the AQMP.  The requirements in Rule 2202, as well as the proposed amendments, are intended to reduce NOx, VOC and CO mobile source emissions by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.
III. b), c), f): One of the components involved in the amendments to Rule 2202 includes an update of emission factors from CARB’s EMFAC 7F model to CARB’s EMFAC 2002 model.  The changes to these emission factors may require employers to be required to find more emission reductions or increase their ERT.

Another component of the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 includes allowing Interpollutant Trading of VOC and NOx credits for CO emission reductions (the trading of one criteria pollutant credit for another pollutant emission reduction based on specific ratio).  Interpollutant Trading is intended to provide an opportunity for employers to generate or obtain emission reductions from alternative sources and apply them towards meeting their emission reduction target for their worksite.  For VOC the ratio is proposed to be 10 pounds of CO for one pound of VOC; and for NOx the ratio is proposed to be 5 pounds of CO for one pound of NOx.  The potential impact of this additional compliance program is the possibility that projected CO reductions from the rule will be foregone or not achieved, as a result of accepting VOC and NOx reductions in exchange for required CO reductions.  On the other hand, this program facilitates SCAQMD’s progress toward attaining ozone standards by encouraging the reduction of VOC and NOx (ozone precursors) reductions and retiring existing CO emission credits.

One of the basic challenges in evaluating the impacts of Interpollutant Trading is the uncertainty of the status of each individual worksite, and their emission credits vs. emission reduction target.  Further, the District is unable to accurately predict which of the various compliance programs (or a combination of the programs) an employer may select to participate in to meet their emission reduction target.  The District allows the participation in several different credit generation source programs and allows worksites to develop their own site-specific strategy to reduce emissions.  As discussed previously, in 2002, 55 percent of the worksites participated in the ECRP; 22 percent in the AQIP; and 23 percent in the ERS programs.  Interpollutant Trading falls within the category of the ERS program.  Any employer may receive credit toward its emission reduction target for any emission strategy that the employer or other person demonstrates achieves real, quantifiable, enforceable, and surplus emission reductions for a specific period of time which are consistent with other District, CARB, EPA or Governing Board policies, rules and regulations.  In addition, emission reduction projects funded by the AQIP may participate in Interpollutant Trading.

The cumulative impact of several worksites and/or AQIP projects in the District participating in Interpollutant Trading may potentially adversely impact air quality.  A detailed evaluation of the environmental impacts associated with amending Rule 2202 to allow Interpollutant Trading will be evaluated in the Draft EA.  

III. d) and e): Both Rule 2202 and the proposed amendments do not include any requirements which would expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations or create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people.  The proposed amendments are intended to revise a currently existing SCAQMD rule to update rule requirements to be consistent with other District rules and regulations, clarify and update rule definitions, and add more compliance flexibility to achieve emission reductions.  These amendments are administrative in nature, and will not alter the existing physical environment.

	
	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 within the District.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the existing environment, thus, not changing the biological resources existing setting.  Consequently, the proposed amendments would not affect any habitat conservation or natural community conservation plans, agricultural resources or operations, and would not create divisions in any existing communities.  As a result, 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 formal cemeteries?
	(
	(
	(


V.  a) - d): No direct or indirect impacts from the proposed project were identified that could adversely affect cultural resources within the District.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the existing environment.  As a result, the proposed project has no potential to affect 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) and e): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the environment.  Further, there are no provisions in the proposed amendments related to the use or 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 peak or base period demands for electricity or other forms of energy. 

Since the proposed project does not require the use of energy, generation of energy, or increase in 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 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the environment, and thus, not change the geology and soils existing setting.  Since there is no construction associated with the proposed project, its implementation would not result in the erosion of soil, or a change in existing siltation rates.  Further, the proposed project would not expose people or property to geological hazards such as earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground failure, or other natural hazards.  

VII. c), d) and e): The proposed project does not involve construction of any kind.  Thus, there would be no building on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable or on expansive soil.  Further, the proposed project does not generate wastewater, rely on soils capable of supporting septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems, or affect in any way septic tanks or alternative wastewater disposal systems.  

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 project does not involve the handling, storage, use, generation or transportation of hazardous materials.  Further, the proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the environment, or generate any new hazard to the public.  Implementation of the proposed 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.  In addition, there are no 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): The proposed project does not involve in any way the handling, storage, use, generation or transportation of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste.  As a result, the proposed project will not have an affect on any existing or proposed schools within the SCAQMD.   

VIII. d):  The proposed project does not include any alterations to the existing physical setting (e.g. the building or construction of any structures or buildings).  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are administrative in nature.  Consequently, no specific “locations” are identified in the rule which would be a hazardous materials site subject to Government Code §65962.5 or create a significant hazard to the public or the environment. 

VIII. e), f): The proposed project does not involve in any way the handling, storage, use, generation or transportation of hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances or waste.  As a result, the proposed project will not have an affect on any existing or proposed airport land use plan, public or private airport, or private airstrip within the SCAQMD.  Consequently, no aspects of the proposed project are expected to result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area (which would be the entire SCAQMD).

VIII. h) and i): The proposed project does not include any alterations to the existing physical setting.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are administrative in nature.  No aspects of the proposed amendments expose, in any way, people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, or increase fire hazards within the District.

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

	
	
	
	

	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) - o): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the existing environment, including no changes to the hydrology and water quality existing setting.  
Rule 2202 and the proposed project include no provision that will affect hydrology or water resources in any way.  The rule and the proposed project regulate the emissions from miles traveled by vehicles owned by employees of large companies.

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

	
	
	
	

	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 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the existing environment.  In addition, PAR 2202 does not include the acquisition of land or conversion of land from one use to another.  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 will not 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 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the existing environment, and 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 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the existing environment because the number of cars traveling is not expected to increase and significantly adversely alter the noise on freeways or local roads.  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 are no potential noise or ground vibration impacts 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 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the existing environment.  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 new homes or businesses which would directly or indirectly induce population growth.  No existing housing or existing persons will be displaced as a result of the proposed amendments, thus necessitating the construction of replacement housing.  Based on the above, this topic 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) - e): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 do not include any requirements that alter the physical environment (e.g. construction of buildings, structures or infrastructure).  The proposed amendments are administrative in nature and refer to an emission reduction program to reduce NOx, VOC and CO mobile source emissions by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.  This program does not include any components which would affect public services such as fire and police protection, schools, parks and other public facilities.  Rule 2202 and the proposed amendments do not induce population growth which would create a need for additional schools, parks and other public facilities, or include a hazard which would require a response by local fire or police departments.  

Based on this evaluation, 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) and b): The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 do not cause an increase in population or affect population growth in any way.  As such, no aspects of the proposed amendments are expected to increase the use of existing parks or other recreational facilities, or cause the construction of new or expansion of existing facilities.  Rule 2202 and the proposed amendments are administrative in nature and essentially establish an emissions reduction program for employers who employ more than 250 people at a worksite.  The program seeks to reduce NOx, VOC and CO mobile source emissions by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.  The existing rule and the proposed amendments do not include any requirements which would alter the physical environment, or cause the physical environment to be altered in order to comply with the proposed regulations.

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) and b).  The proposed project has no provisions that generate solid or hazardous wastes.  The proposed amendments to Rule 2202 are administrative in nature and do not include any requirements that physically alter the environment.  In addition, 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) and g): Rule 2202 and the proposed amendments are regulations directed toward employers who employ more than 250 employees at a worksite.  The intent of the rule and proposed amendments is to reduce NOx, VOC and CO emissions from mobile sources, by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.  Rule 2202 establishes a series of compliance programs for an employer to choose from, which would (1) reduce traffic/vehicle trips (by encouraging rideshare and high occupancy vehicle transportation); (2) increase the level of service and reduce congestion; (3) encourage alternative transportation methods; and (4) reduce emissions from mobile sources.  These compliance programs are not intended to increase traffic, create a situation which would exceed level of service standards and increase congestion, or conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs supporting alternative transportation.  

XVII. c):  The existing rule and the proposed amendments do not include requirements which would affect, in any way, airports, air traffic, air safety or air traffic patterns.  The proposed project strictly affects land-based transportation and is intended to reduce emissions from mobile sources by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips. 
XVII. d), e) and f):  The existing rule and the proposed amendments do not include requirements that alter the physical environment.  The program is administrative in nature and does not include any components which would increase hazards due to any design features or incompatible uses, or conflict with any emergency access or parking requirements.  No land use changes are required as part of the existing rule or the proposed amendments which would affect the existing transportation environment in the District.

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

	
	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):  The proposed project is administrative in nature and does not include any requirements that alter the physical environment (e.g. construction of buildings, structures or infrastructure).  The proposed project does not include any requirements which would degrade the quality of the environment, substantially reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, threaten a plant or animal community or eliminate important examples of California history or prehistory.  

The general purpose of Rule 2202, and the proposed amendments, is to reduce specific amounts of VOCs, NO2 and CO by requiring businesses with 250 or more employees to achieve emission reduction targets based on employee commute trips.   Specifically, PAR 2202 seeks to (1) update mobile source emission factors from CARB’s EMFAC 7F model to CARB’s EMFAC 2002 model; (2) clarify language in the “definitions” section of the rule; (3) remove emission factors from the rule and incorporate them into the Implementation Guidelines; and (4) add an interpollutant trading compliance program.  Associated Rule 2202 compliance documents (Implementation Guidelines and Employee Commute Reduction Program Guidelines) would also be updated to reflect the proposed amendments.

XVIII. b):  As discussed in the Air Quality section of this document, there is a potential that the proposed new compliance program (e.g. Interpollutant Trading) may result in the possibility of projected CO reductions from the rule to be foregone or not achieved as a result of accepting VOC and NOx reductions in exchange for required CO reductions.  The potential cumulative impacts associated with these potential CO reductions foregone will be evaluated in the Draft EA.

XVIII. c):  As discussed in the Air Quality section of this document, there is a potential that the proposed new compliance programs (e.g. Interpollutant Trading) may result in the possibility of projected CO reductions from the rule to be foregone or not achieved as a result of accepting VOC and NOx reductions in exchange for required CO reductions.  This potential impact, either directly or indirectly, on human beings will be evaluated further in a Draft EA.

A P P E N D I X   B

In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of the PAR draft rule language located elsewhere in the rule package.  The revised draft EA included the November 20, 2003 version of the rule.

Hard copies of the environmental documents associated with PAR 2202 can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039 or by accessing the AQMD Website at www.aqmd.gov/ceqa.

A P P E N D I X   C

In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of the draft revisions to the Implementation Guidelines located elsewhere in the rule package.  The revised draft EA included the November 20, 2003 version of the draft revisions to the Implementation Guidelines.

Hard copies of the environmental documents associated with PAR 2202 can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039 or by accessing the AQMD Website at www.aqmd.gov/ceqa.

A P P E N D I X   D

In order to save space and avoid repetition, please refer to the latest version of the draft revisions to the Employee Commute Reduction Program (ECRP) Guidelines located elsewhere in the rule package.  The revised draft EA included the November 20, 2003 version of the draft revisions to the ECRP Guidelines.

Hard copies of the environmental documents associated with PAR 2202 can be obtained through the SCAQMD Public Information Center at (909) 396-2039 or by accessing the AQMD Website at www.aqmd.gov/ceqa.







�  The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, .,Health & Safety Code, §§40400-40540.


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).


�  The Lewis-Presley Air Quality Management Act, Health & Safety Code §§40400-40540.


�  Health & Safety Code, §40460 (a).


�  Health & Safety Code, §40440 (a).
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