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�
executive summary


Proposed Rule 1612 - Credits for Clean On-Road Vehicles and Proposed Rule 1620 - Credits for Clean Off-Road Mobile Equipment are voluntary programs that allow vehicle and equipment operators the opportunity to obtain Mobile Source Emission Reduction Credits (MSERCs) for exceeding emission standards currently mandated by state and federal programs.  The methodology for issuing MSERCs is based on the difference between "optional emission" standards and the mandatory standard in effect when the vehicle or equipment began operation.  In concept, emission reduction credits would be issued for actions taken to reduce emissions in the mobile source sector, and then used to offset the increases in emissions associated with other emission sources.  


This Final Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to identify and address any adverse environmental consequences associated with implementing the proposed rules, if any.  The focus of the analysis reviews the potential affects associated with increased: 1) retrofitting and repowering of on-road vehicles and off-road vehicles and equipment; 2) purchasing new low- or zero-emission vehicles; and 3) use of alternative fuel (e.g., methane, natural gas, propane) and electricity for vehicles and equipment.  Results of this analysis indicated that no significant adverse environmental impacts are expected as a result of implementing Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620.  


After completion of the draft EA, some minor changes were made to Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620.  This Final EA is slightly modified from the draft version to reflect these changes and to clarify some of the language in the draft Environmental Assessment.  Any substantive deletions or additions from the Draft EA to the Final EA are noted in strikethrough or are underlined, respectively.  There were no changes made to the conclusions reached in the draft EA.


A 30-day public review period was provided in order to allow all interested parties an opportunity to provide comments to the draft EA.   The Public review and notice procedures were followed in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15072 and 15073.  No comments were received on the draft EA.


introduction 


Emission reduction credit programs allow facilities the flexibility to implement potentially more cost-effective alternatives for complying with South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) regulations.  A facility can generate Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) by reducing criteria pollutants below the level required by current regulatory standards.    Programs currently in place that allow the generation of emission reduction credits for trading or offsets include Regulation XIII (New Source Review), Regulation XX (Regional Clean Air Incentives Market or RECLAIM), and Rule 1610 - Old Vehicle Scrapping. 


Proposed Rule 1612 - Credits for Clean On-Road Vehicles and Proposed Rule 1620 - Credits for Clean Off-Road Mobile Equipment would expand upon the currently implemented ERC programs by allowing the issuance of Volatile Organic Compound (VOC), Nitrogen Oxide (NOx), or Carbon Monoxide (CO), Particulate Matter (PM), and Sulfur Dioxide (SOx) ERCs for vehicles or equipment that exceed emission standards established by local, state, and federal regulations.  The objective of these rules is to reduce pollutants from on-road vehicles and off-road vehicles and equipment, while providing regulatory flexibility and reduced compliance costs for participating facilities.  Mobile Source Emission Reduction Credits (MSERCs) generated from these facilities can be used for the same applications allowed by the current credit and offset programs: for emission trading credits and offsets; as an alternative means of compliance with Regulation XI - Source Specific Standards and Regulation XV - Trip Reduction /Indirect Source (that allow the use of MSERCs); or for voluntary retirement of MSERCS for air quality benefits.


The SCAQMD has prepared a single EA for both Proposed Rule 1612 and 1620 because their corresponding objectives, requirements and potential affects are consistent.  The EA has been prepared pursuant to the SCAQMD's Certified Regulatory Program.  Public Resources Code Section 21080.5 allows public agencies with certified regulatory programs to prepare an alternative document to an environmental impact report or negative declaration for the adoption of rules for use in the regulatory program.  


The analysis herein indicates that the implementation of Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620 would not cause significant adverse environmental impacts.  The EA includes a description of the proposed project, a determination that the project would not have any significant or potentially significant effects on the environment and an explanation of each environmental topic analyzed.


project location


The SCAQMD's jurisdiction encompasses over 12,000 square miles and includes Los Angeles and Orange Counties, Riverside County east to the Palo Verde Valley, and the nondesert portion of San Bernardino County (see area map, figure 1-1).  The District includes areas which experience the worst air quality in the nation.  It has been estimated that existing emissions of VOCs and NOx must be reduced by 80 to 90 percent in order for the South Coast Air Basin to attain the federal ozone standard.	


BACKGROUND


Mobile sources are responsible for emitting a significant quantity of air pollution in the South Coast Air Basin, accounting for over 60 percent of all ozone-forming emissions and over 90 percent of all CO emissions.  In an effort to address this source, the California Air Resources Board (ARB) implements several regulatory programs to reduce mobile source emissions, including new vehicle exhaust and evaporative emission standards, requirements for vehicle maintenance checks, fuel specification requirements, cleaner burning fuels and introduction of low- or zero- emission vehicles.  In addition, the ARB has also adopted, or is expected to adopt regulations and/or guidelines for generating MSERCs.  In order to generate MSERCs, vehicle/equipment operators will have to meet "optional emission standards" which are more stringent than the current mandatory standards implemented by the ARB or U.S. EPA.  These standards have been developed for both on-road and off-road vehicles, and provide air quality districts the opportunity to implement emission reduction credit programs.  The issuance of MSERCs is based on the difference between the mandatory and the optional emission standards.  


Rule 1610 - Old-Vehicle Scrapping is the first large-scale MSERC program adopted by the SCAQMD.  It allows regulated stationary sources to scrap pre-1982 model year passenger cars and light-duty trucks and receive  MSERCS based on the vehicle model year.  Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620 would expand the MSERC program to include emission reduction credits for from projects primarily involved with purchasing new low-or zero- emission vehicles and equipment and/or repowering or retrofitting existing vehicles and equipment with low-emission configurations.  In addition to the air quality benefits, the program may provide: 1) economic incentives to invest in such vehicles and equipment; 2) flexibility in complying with current SCAQMD rules; and 3) an overall accelerated retirement of older vehicles and introduction of cleaner vehicles and equipment (e.g. alternative fuels).












































Figure 1-1


South Coast Air Quality Management District


project description


Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620 would allow for the generation of NOx, VOC, or CO, PM, and SOx MSERCs for the following actions: 1) the purchase of new low- or zero- emission vehicles or equipment; and 2) the retrofitting or repowering of vehicles and equipment with low-emission configurations.  MSERCs are issued only for those vehicles or equipment that have corresponding "optional emission" requirements incorporated in the ARB mobile source credit adopted standard or guidelines.  The ARB has issued optional emission standards for on-road sources.  Optional emission requirements for off-road vehicles and equipment greater than 50 horsepower are incorporated in the ARB guideline document1.


Proposed Rule 1612 applies to on-road mobile sources, including passenger cars, light-duty trucks, medium-duty vehicles, and heavy-duty vehicles.  Proposed Rule 1620 applies to a wide range of off-road sources, including construction equipment, agricultural equipment, forklifts and specialty or utility service vehicles (e.g., personnel/cargo carriers).  The proposed rules specify several criteria that must be satisfied in order for a facility to obtain MSERCS.  In general, the criteria require that: the emission reductions must be are real, and can be quantified to an acceptable degree of certainty; are not required by law or regulation; must be enforceable and legally binding; and, the life of the  reductions must be reasonably established have a one year life.


In order to receive MSERCs for eligible equipment, on-road and off-road vehicle operators are required to provide the following information:


1) 	On-road or off-road MSERC application - contains a description and proof of conversion activity (e.g., purchase record of a new low-emitting alternative fuel vehicle or equipment); the number of miles accumulated (on-road) or the operating hours (off-road); and the mandatory and optional emission standard for the equipment; and other information necessary.


2)	Annual Reporting - activity data demonstrating that the vehicle or equipment is in continuous operation (i.e., information for determining the  amount of MSERCs to be issued based on operating hours or vehicle miles traveled).  Annual activity data will be recorded as the number of miles accumulated for on-road vehicles or the operating hours for off-road equipment.


3)	Recordkeeping - activity data supporting the annual reports, maintenance and repair records for applicable vehicles and equipment.


Estimated participation


The overall environmental affects that may result from implementing Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620 are dependent on the number and types of vehicles involved, and the activities associated with them.  The participation in MSERC programs and rate of retrofitting, repowering or replacing vehicles and equipment would be a function of several conditions, including the value of MSERCs; local economic conditions; stringency of ARB standards; and technological feasibility.  Other practical considerations unique to individual vehicle operators would also affect overall participation.  


The following presents estimated inventory information for on-road and off-road vehicles and equipment, and an estimate of the increase in the number of alternative fuel vehicles that may occur from implementing the proposed MSERC rules.  The inventory information is based on California Energy Commission and ARB documents that reference manufacturers and distributors of the vehicles and equipment.  Because participation in the MSERC programs is voluntary, and contingent upon several factors previously described, an accurate estimate of increased activity for each category of equipment is not possible.  For purposes of the CEQA analysis, worst-case (upper-end) estimates have been developed based on discussions with several industry sources, and the SCAQMD's past experience in implementing Rule 1610 - Old-Vehicle Scrapping.  


On-Road Vehicles


The market for retrofitting and repowering on-road vehicles has dropped significantly since 1993 as a result of a revision to retrofit standards by the ARB.  An estimated 12,000 light- and medium-duty vehicles were retrofitted in the district in 1993.  In 1994, the number dropped to 1,500 per year.  For purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that the implementation of Rule 1612 would double this activity and increase retrofits by 1,500 vehicles per year (LPG Coalition, IMPCO, 1995).


Relatively few (several hundred less than 100) heavy-duty vehicles are powered by alternative fuels.  This is due, in part, to the fact that most initial research and regulatory activity has centered around light- and medium-duty vehicles and the cost of retrofitting or repowering heavy-duty vehicles is relatively high ($9,000 to $40,000).  Light- and medium-duty vehicles are the most populous of on-road categories, and contribute to a higher proportion of mobile-source emissions.  However, the ARB estimates that by the year 2010, the projected heavy-duty vehicle contribution to on-road vehicle emissions will increase, and account for 20 percent of the hydrocarbon and carbon monoxide, 55 percent of the NOx, and 85 percent of the exhaust particulate matter emissions.  For this reason, an increase in alternative fuel activity for heavy-duty equipment may occur after the year 2000.


Table 1-1 presents estimates of the current number of on-road alternative fuel vehicles operating in the district, and an estimate of the projected increase in these vehicles from implementing Proposed Rule 1612. 


�



Table 1-1


1994 Inventory of On-Road Alternative Fuel Vehicles in the South Coast Air District and Estimated Increases due to Rule 1612


Vehicle/equipment				Current Inventory1	Annual Increase due to Rule 1612�									(New)				(Retrofit)	


Methanol2		6,000	0			0


Electric		1,700	0			343


Natural Gas/Liquid Petroleum Gas		37,200		1004		1,5005�


Total	44,900		100		1,534


1Source: California Energy Commission, "Calfuels Plan - Developing an Infrastructure Plan for Alternative Fuel Vehicles," September 1994.  Assumes 60 percent of California inventory is operating in South Coast Air Basin.


2No activity is expected for methanol-fueled vehicles beyond requirements of the ARB low-emission vehicle program.


3Based on a 2 percent participation rate.


4Source:  Detroit Diesel Corporation.


5Source:  Liquid Petroleum Gas Coalition and IMPCO.


�
Off-Road Vehicles and Equipment


On-road emission control technologies (e.g., alternative fuels, engine modifications) are expected to be transferable to off-road diesel equipment in most cases.  Off-road vehicle operators interested in generating MSERCs would most likely opt to repower their vehicles or equipment with certified on-road engines.  A small number may be able to modify or retrofit their engines with on-road configurations.  Other smaller off-road vehicles, including specialty and utility service vehicles are predominantly gasoline-fueled.  MSERCs can only be generated for specialty/utility service vehicles by purchasing electric (battery-powered) units since optional emission standard credits are not being considered for adoption by the ARB.


For purposes of the CEQA analysis, 2 percent of vehicles and equipment that have assigned optional emission standards in the off-road category are estimated to either repower their equipment with certified on-road engines, or retrofit the engine to a low-emission on-road configuration.  This is a conservative (upper-end) estimate based on past activity resulting from the implementation of other MSERC programs, and discussion with industry representatives.  To date, the 1990 adoption of Rule 1610 - Old Vehicle Scrapping has resulted in the scrapping of 1.5 percent of all eligible vehicles.  MSERC programs provided by other air quality districts in California (San Joaquin, Bay Area and San Diego) did not result in the operation of any additional alternative fuel vehicles.


Table 1-2 lists the estimated inventory of off-road vehicles and equipment subject to the proposed rule and the projected increase in low-emission alternative fuel vehicles and equipment used for assessing potential environmental impacts.
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Table 1-2


Estimated Inventory of Applicable Off-road Vehicles and Equipment in the South Coast Air District before and after Proposed Rule 1620 Implementation


Vehicle/equipment			Current Inventory1		Annual increase in low-emission�							vehicles/equipment2


Off-road diesel equipment3 	5,200 66,500			104135�(>175 horsepower)


Service and Utility Service	11,700				23425�Vehicles


Total	 16,900 78,200			338 160


1Sources: ARB, "Off-Road Mobile Equipment Emission Inventory Estimate", 1992; ARB, "Notice of Public Hearing to Consider the Adoption of Emission Control Regulations for Off-Highway Recreational Vehicles and Engines", 1993; ARB, "Areawide Source Emission Methodology", 1994.


2Assumes a 2 percent participation rate increase in activity.


3Includes off-road diesel forklifts and vehicles or equipment at or above 50 horsepower used for construction and agriculture.
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�
Introduction


The environmental checklist provides a standard evaluation tool to identify a project's adverse environmental impacts.  A sample checklist form is provided in the State CEQA Guidelines, Appendix I.  The SCAQMD has slightly modified the Appendix I checklist, but it still addresses all areas identified in the Appendix I checklist.  This checklist identifies and evaluates potential adverse environmental impacts that may be created by the proposed project.


general information


Name of Proponent:		South Coast Air Quality Management District


Address of Proponent:	21865 Copley Drive�			  	Diamond Bar, CA  91765


Lead Agency:			South Coast Air Quality Management District


Name of Project:		Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620


Potentially Significant Impact Areas


None of the environmental impact areas listed below are determined to be affected by the proposed project.  An explanation relative to the determination of each of the environmental areas can be found in Chapter 3 - Potential Environmental Impacts.


    Air Quality	    Public Services	    Utilities and Service �			Systems


    Water 	    Land Use and 	    Mandatory Findings of�		Planning		Significance


    Geophysical 	    Biological Resources	   Cultural Resources


    Hazards	    Noise 	    Recreation


    Transportation	    Aesthetics	    Energy and Mineral �				Resources


�
DETERMINATION


On the basis of this  initial evaluation:





  X   	I find the proposed project, in accordance with those findings made pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section  15252, COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and that an ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts 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 the mitigation measures described on an attached sheet have been added to the project.  An ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT with no significant impacts will be prepared.  


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








Date:          	 	Signature:									Steve Smith, Ph.D.�			Program Supervisor


�
		Potentially			No�		Significant		Impact


			Impact





I.	LAND USE AND PLANNING.  Would the proposal:





			a)		Conflict with general plan designation or zoning?			       	   X    	





	b)	Conflict with applicable environmental plans or�		policies adopted by agencies with jurisdiction over�		the project?		       			   X    	





	c)	Affect agricultural resources or operations (e.g.�		impacts to soils or farmlands, or impacts from�		incompatible land uses)?			       	   X    	








	d)	Disrupt or divide the physical arrangements of an�		established community (including a low-income or�		minority community)?		       		   X    	








II.	POPULATION AND HOUSING.  Would the proposal:





	a)	Cumulatively exceed official regional or local�		population projections?	       		   X    	





	b)	Induce substantial growth in an area either�		directly or indirectly (e.g. through projects in�		an undeveloped area or extension of major�		infrastructure)?	       		   X    	





	c)	Displace existing housing, especially affordable�		housing?	       		   X    	








III.	GEOPHYSICAL.  Would the proposal result in or expose people to potential impacts involving:





	a)	Seismicity:  fault rupture, ground shaking, seiche or�		tsunami?	       		   X    	





	b)	Landslides or mudslides?	       		   X    	





	c)	Erosion, changes in topography or unstable soil conditions�		from excavation, grading or fill?	       		   X    	


	


		d) 		Subsidence of land?	       		   X    	


�
		Potentially			No�		Significant		Impact


			Impact





IV.	WATER.  Would the proposal result in:





	a)	Changes in adsorption rates, drainage patterns, or�		the rate and amount of surface runoff?	       		   X    	





	b)	Exposure of people or property to water related�		hazards such as flooding?	       		   X    	





	c)	Discharge into surface waters or other alteration�		of surface water quality (e.g. temperature,�		dissolved oxygen or turbidity?	       		   X    	





	d)	Changes in the amount of surface water in any water�		body?	       		   X    	





	e)	Changes in currents, or the course or direction of�		water movements?	       		   X    	





	f)	Change in the quantity of ground waters, either�		through direction additions or withdrawals, or�		through interception of an aquifer by cuts or�		excavations?	       		   X    	





	g)	Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater?	       		   X    	





	h)	Impacts to groundwater quality?	       		   X    	





	i)	A need for new water treatment, distribution, sewer�		or storm water drainage systems?	       		   X    	








V.	AIR QUALITY.  Would the proposal:





	a)	Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an�		existing or projected air quality violation?	     	   		X	





	b)	Expose sensitive receptors to pollutants?	       		   X    	





	c)	Alter air movement, moisture, or temperature, or�		cause any change in climate?	       		   X    	





	d)	Create Objectionable odors?	       		   X    	





	e)	Diminish an existing air quality rule or future�		compliance requirement resulting in a significant�		increase in air pollutant(s).	       		   X    	


�



		Potentially			No�		Significant		Impact


			Impact








VI.	TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION.  Would the proposal result in:





	a)	Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion?	       		   X    	





	b)	Hazards to safety from design features (e.g. sharp�		curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible�		uses (e.g. farm equipment)?	       		   X    	





	c)	Inadequate emergency access or access to nearby uses?	       		   X    	





	d)	Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site?	       		   X    	





	e)	Hazards or barriers for pedestrians or bicyclists?	       		   X    	





	f)	Conflicts with adopted policies supporting alternative�		transportation (e.g. bus turnouts, bicycle racks)?	       		   X    	





	g)	Rail, waterborne or air traffic impacts?	       		   X    	








VII.	BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal result in impacts to:





	a)	Locally designated natural communities (e.g. oak�		forest, coastal habitat, etc.)?	       		   X    	





	b)	Wildlife dispersal or migration corridors?	       		   X    	








VIII.	ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal:





	a)	Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?	       		   X    	





	b)	Use non-renewable resources in a wasteful and�		inefficient manner?	       		   X    	








IX.	HAZARDS.  Would the proposal involve:





	a)	A risk of accidental explosion or release of�		hazardous substances (including, but not limited to:


		oil, pesticides, chemicals or radiation)?	       		   X    	





	b)	Possible interference with an emergency response�		plan or emergency evacuation plan?	       		   X    	


�
		Potentially			No�		Significant		Impact


			Impact


	c)	The creation of any health hazards or potential�		health hazard?	       		   X    	





	d)	Exposure of people to existing sources of potential�		health hazards?	       		   X    	


	�	e)	Increased fire hazard in areas with flammable brush,�		grass, or trees?	       		   X    	





X.	NOISE.  Would the proposal result in:





	a)	Increases in existing noise levels?	       		   X    	





	b)	Exposure of people to severe noise levels?	       		   X    	








IX.	PUBLIC SERVICES.  Would the proposal have an effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered government services in any of the following areas?





	a)	Fire protection?	       		   X    	





	b)	Police protection?	       		   X    	





	c)	Schools?	       		   X    	





	d)	Maintenance of public facilities, including roads?	       		   X    	





	e)	Other governmental service?	       		   X    	








XII.	UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS.  Would the proposal result in a need for new systems, or substantial alterations to the following utilities:





	a)	Power or natural gas?	       		   X    	





	b)	Communications systems?	       		   X    	





	c)	Landfills?	       		   X    	





XIII.	AESTHETICS.  Would the proposal:





	a)	Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway?	       		   X    	





	b)	Have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect?	       		   X    	





	c)	Create light or glare?	       		   X    	





		Potentially			No�		Significant		Impact


			Impact





XIV.	CULTURAL RESOURCES.  Would the proposal:





	a)	Disturb paleontological resources?	       		   X    	





	b)	Disturb archaeological resources?	       		   X    	





	c)	Have the potential to cause a physical change which�		would affect unique ethnic cultural values?	       		   X    	





XV.	RECREATION.  Would the proposal:





	a)	Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional�		parks or other recreational facilities?	       		   X    	





	b)	Affect existing recreational opportunities?	       		   X    	








XVI.	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?	       		    X   	





	b)	Does the project have the potential to achieve short-term,�		to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals?	       		    X    





	c)	Does the project have impacts that are individually�		limited, but cumulatively considerable?	         		    X   	�		("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)





	d)	Does the project have environmental effects which will�		cause substantial adverse effects on human beings,�		either directly or indirectly?	       		   X    	
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�
DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EVALUATION


The following provides an explanation for each of the environmental topics described in Chapter 2. The analysis is based on a conservative estimate of the number of vehicles and equipment that would potentially be dismantled or retrofitted as discussed in Chapter 1.  The analysis indicates that implementation of the project would not cause any potential adverse environmental impacts.


Land Use and Planning (Item I.)


Existing land use is not expected to change as a result of the proposed rules.  Representatives of the metal reclaiming and dismantling facilities located in the Basin have indicated that they typically operate 20 to 40 percent below capacity and would not require more land  to process the estimated increase in equipment expected as a result of implementing the proposed rules (Kramer, 1995; Mendez, 1995).  Heavy-duty vehicles and equipment have a useful life ranging from 10 to 40 years (EEA, 1988, Wiens, 1995).  Most vehicle or equipment operators would opt to have engines retrofitted or replaced with low-emission configurations, and would not replace the vehicle/equipment until they are at the end of their useful life.  For this reason, the increase in vehicles and equipment being dismantled as a result of the proposed rules are not likely to be significantly greater than current dismantling rates.  


Most of the facilities that perform engine retrofits and repowering of engines would not require facility expansions as a result of implementing the proposed rules (IMPCO, 1995).  As described in Chapter 1, the number of retrofits performed in the district prior to the adoption of retrofit emission standards was approximately eight times the current level.  Implementation of the proposed rules is not expected to reach or exceed these previous retrofit rates.


Based on the estimates of participation provided in Chapter 1, the proposed rules are not expected to result in an increase in the use of alternative fuels beyond that which is estimated in the 1994 Air Quality Management Plan (AQMP).  The 1994 AQMP estimates a 3,500 million gallon increase in the demand of alternative fuel by the year 2000.  This estimate accounts for the implementation of MSERC programs, and is considered a worst-case estimate.  The estimate assumes that 91 percent of heavy-duty trucks would switch from diesel to an alternative fuel.  If the proposed rules result in the accelerated use of alternative fuels, land use is not expected to be impacted, because most of the infrastructure currently in place for fuel dispensing and distribution is expected to be used for alternative fuels.


Population and Housing (Item II.)


While retrofit, rework and/or the purchase of new heavy duty mobile vehicles may slightly increase employment opportunities, they are not expected to result in the creation of an industry that would effect population growth, or directly or indirectly induce the construction of single- or multiple-family units.  No significant population relocation or growth inducement is expected.  


	Geophysical (Item III.)


The proposed rules will not cause significant adverse environmental impacts to geology and soils in the district since the rule affects mobile equipment.  While the proposed rules could allow mobile credits to offset emission increases at new or existing industrial sites, no structures or installations of significant size are expected.  Moreover, the offsets generated may allow an existing operation to increase production (i.e., emissions) using their currently operated equipment.  


No other construction activities are expected to occur as a result of the proposed rule.  As indicated in Item 1, Land Use, the current infrastructure for  providing fuel and natural gas can support the potential incremental increase in demand for these fuels.   No significant new construction for fuel distributing and dispensing are expected.  In addition, the facilities performing the necessary work to support the MSERC program (metal reclaiming and retrofit/rework facilities) are not expected to expand their facilities.  The geophysical environment would not be adversely affected as a result of the proposed rules.


Water (Item IV.)


Neither water quality nor quantity is expected to be impacted as a result of the proposed rules.  The process of dismantling heavy-duty vehicles or retrofitting\repowering vehicles or equipment does not require the use of water, and no water is expected to be discharged into sewers or industrial wastewater systems as a result of the proposed rules.


A review of potential water impacts associated with the use of methanol as an alternative fuel indicates that groundwater contamination as a result of a methanol spill is not likely.  An analysis of the lateral and vertical movement of a methanol spill indicates that penetration is limited (D'Eliscu, 1987).  Consequently, the contamination of an underground water supply would only occur if the aquifer is small, the spill very large, and the well drawing the water is very close to the spill site.  This scenario not likely to occur as a result of the proposed rules.


	Air Quality (Item V.) 


Implementation of Proposed Rules 1620 and 1612 is expected to improve air quality in the district by reducing ambient levels of NOx, VOC, CO, PM and SOx in the atmosphere.  In order to generate MSERCs, an equipment operator must demonstrate that the operation of the new repowered, or retrofitted vehicle or equipment would not result in an increase in emissions of other pollutants.  No direct significant air quality impacts would occur as a result of operating new, repowered or retrofitted vehicles or equipment.


MSERCs used for emission credit programs, including Regulation XX (RECLAIM) and New Source Review (NSR) are anticipated to result in the achievement of lower NOx and VOC emissions generally, improving air quality and supporting the goals of the SCAQMD.  The 1994 AQMP analyzed potential air quality impacts associated with VOC RECLAIM, including localized increases in levels of Toxic Air Contaminants (TACs).  The analysis is based on the premise that an increase in VOC emissions from a stationary source as a result of emission trading may also be a source of increased TACs, leading to potential toxic "hotspots".  Such a scenario may also hold true for other SCAQMD emission reduction credit programs, including MSERC programs.  The conclusion of the 1994 AQMP, however, indicates that potential TAC increases would not cause significant adverse air quality impacts. Several SCAQMD rules that are currently implemented (i.e., Rules 1401, 1402, 402 and 1303) have the effect of preventing significant toxics impacts from new, existing and modified equipment.  Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620 are not expected to cause any significant increase in TACs.   


It should be noted that VOC RECLAIM is still in development and NSR is being amended.  An Environmental Assessment for each of these rules will include a further analysis of TAC impacts associated with emission trading.


A review of potential secondary air quality impacts associated with increased transportation generated from the proposed rules indicates no significant adverse affects.  The proposed rules may increase transportation of: 1) vehicles and equipment to retrofit/repowering facilities; 2) retired vehicles and equipment to dismantling facilities; and 3) metal, batteries and other component parts to recycling facilities.  As indicated in Item VI., Transportation and Circulation, a total maximum average daily increase of 1,100 vehicle miles traveled may occur as a result of these activities.  Using emission factors for vehicles greater than 6,001 pounds, traveling  an average of 35 miles per hour, the total daily increase in emissions from this activity is estimated as follows:  carbon monoxide, 26.8 pounds; volatile organic compounds, 2.8 pounds; oxides of nitrogen, 14.2 pounds; and particulate matter less than 10 microns, 1.4 pounds.  These values are significantly less than the thresholds of significance established by the SCAQMD (SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, 1993).  The increased transportation associated with the proposed rules is not expected to cause any potential adverse air quality impacts.


Transportation/circulation (Item VI.)


As discussed in Chapter 1, the implementation of Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620 will result in the replacement of an estimated 1,800 1,972 vehicles or equipment with alternative fuel or low-emission configurations.  The majority of the vehicles and equipment would be retrofitted or repowered, and would not be sent to a dismantler and replaced (Wiens, 1995).  The retrofitting/repowering of a 2,000 vehicles or equipment may result in 3,500 annual vehicle trips for light-and medium duty vehicles, and 500 annual vehicle trips for heavy-duty vehicles.  This estimate assumes that each trip involves the actual transport of the vehicle to the retrofit/repower facility, and the transport of an additional vehicle to pick up the driver at the retrofit/repower facility.  Assuming that each trip is 100 miles, the proposed rules would result in a total average increase of 1,100 vehicle miles traveled per day (4,000 annual vehicle trips X 100 miles / 365 days  per year).  


Transportation circulation impacts are considered significant if they close a major roadway to through traffic, substantially increase traffic, traffic hazards or demand for parking facilities, or substantially alter current circulation patterns.  The proposed rule is estimated to result in an increase of 11 vehicle trips per day on average.  There are an estimated 10 facilities that perform retrofitting and repowering of vehicles in the district.  Local transportation corridors are not expected to be significantly impacted as a result of the additional vehicles driving to these facilities. 


Biological Resources (Item VII.)


Significant adverse impacts on plant and animal life are not anticipated as a result of the implementation of the proposed rules.  Emission reductions associated with vehicle retrofit/rework or purchase of new vehicles would have a beneficial effect on plant life in general.  A conclusion of the 1994 AQMP EIR was that population growth in the Basin would have greater effects on plant species and wildlife dispersal or migration corridors than any air quality control measures.  The current and expected future land development to accommodate population growth is primarily due to economic considerations and/or local government planning decisions.  The proposed rules will not effect growth or land use development in the Basin.  


Energy and Mineral Resources (Item VIII.)


Retrofit, rework or purchase of vehicles and heavy duty equipment is not anticipated to adversely impact any energy resources.  Because participation in the MSERC programs is voluntary, the types of vehicles and heavy-duty equipment that will be available for  MSERCs, and their resulting fuel usage cannot be determined at this time.  While electricity, natural gas and alternative fuels (e.g., propane- and alcohol-based fuels) are energy resources which may be in greater demand, the incremental accelerated use of these alternative fuels is not anticipated to be significant based on the estimates of MSERC program participation rates presented in Chapter 1.  In addition, as indicated in Section 1., Land Use, the proposed rules are not expected to result in an increase in the use of alternative fuels beyond that which is estimated in the 1994 AQMP.   


Likewise, the equipment used to dismantle and retrofit heavy-duty vehicles and equipment is not energy intensive.  Equipment is dismantled using blow torches that use liquid oxygen, and shearing equipment that are powered by small (50 horsepower) diesel engines. 


	Hazards (Item IX.)


The dismantling of heavy-duty equipment for scrap metal involves the handling of hazardous wastes, including sulfuric acid from batteries, brake fluid, transmission fluid, lubricating oil, etc.  Although these substances may be accidentally released during dismantling activities and transportation, the implementation of Proposed Rules 1612 and 1620 is not expected to cause an increase in the release of these substances.  Practices and procedures for handling hazardous wastes are generally in place at the facilities that perform maintenance, retrofitting and dismantling of the applicable equipment and vehicles.  In addition, as discussed under Item I., Land Use, the proposed rules are not expected to result in a significant increase in dismantling rates because most vehicle operators would opt to retrofit/repower in lieu of replacing the vehicles or equipment.  It should also be noted that these substances are not listed as being Acutely Hazardous Materials (AHM) in Appendix A, Part 355 of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations.  For these reasons, a significant risk of accidental release of hazardous materials or health hazards are not likely as a result of the proposed rules.


The proposed rules may result in the use of methanol as an alternative fuel.  Laboratory and field studies indicate that exposure to methanol is no more harmful than exposure to gasoline, in part, because of the presence of suspected carcinogens (benzene and toluene) in gasoline.  In addition to toxic affects, the overall fire and explosion hazards of methanol do not appear to be greater for methanol than gasoline (Rule 1134 revised Draft EIR, 1988).  The incremental increase in the use of methanol that may occur as a result of these proposed rules would not pose a significant increase in the risk of upset. 


Adoption of the proposed rule may provide significant human health benefits by reducing ambient NOx, VOC and CO concentrations.  


Noise (Item X.)


The proposed rules would not in themselves result in an increased number of vehicles or heavy-duty mobile equipment.  Retrofitted, alternatively fueled or new equipment are not expected to generate more noise than the current vehicles they would replace.  The proposed rules are not, therefore, expected to cause increased noise levels.  The use of MSERCs are not expected to change current noise levels at affected sites or public roadways.  Newer equipment may, in fact, operate with less noise than existing equipment and, therefore, noise levels could  be reduced.


Public Services (Item XI.)


Aside from SCAQMD review of the data to support compliance with the proposed rules, no other public service agencies were identified that would be impacted.  SCAQMD resources would be required for issuing MSERCs and conducting compliance activities including facility inspections and review of annual compliance plans.  Most compliance activities will be conducted as part of routine inspections and are not anticipated to impact staffing resources.  


Utilities and Service Systems (Item XII.)


As indicated under Item VIII., Energy and Mineral Resources, the proposed rules are not expected to significantly increase the demand for energy resources beyond the current or projected supply levels. Power and natural gas utilities are not expected to be adversely impacted.  


Approximately 98 percent by volume of heavy-duty vehicles or equipment that are dismantled are recycled.  The remaining 2 percent of non-recyclable items include hoses, seats and miscellaneous plastic parts.  The non-recycled portions may be disposed of in a landfill (Kramer, 1995).  As indicated under Item 1., Land Use, very few of the vehicles and equipment listed in Chapter 1 are expected to be dismantled as a result of the proposed rules.  The majority of vehicles undergo several engine overhauls prior to being dismantled.  Therefore, landfill capacity in the SCAQMD is not expected to be adversely impacted as a result of the proposed rules.


Aesthetics (Item XIII.)


The proposed rules are not expected to result in any new construction of buildings, therefore, it would not result in adverse affects to scenic vistas.  Likewise, additional light or glare would not be created since no  light generating equipment would be required or is expected to be used.  For these reasons, the proposed rules would not be expected to generate any negative aesthetic effects.


Cultural Resources (Item XIV.)


The replacement, retrofitting, and use of new heavy-duty equipment or vehicles is not expected to affect cultural resources in the district.  An incremental increase in this activity will not require destruction or alteration of any buildings or sites with prehistoric, historic, archaeological, religious, or ethnic significance.  


	Recreation (Item XV.)


No significant adverse impacts to recreational facilities are expected, for the same reasons outlined in Item I., Land Use.   Additionally,  the proposed rules affect vehicles, construction-related diesel equipment and industrial stationary sources that are not directly related to recreational facilities.
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APPENDIX A


RULE 1612 - CREDITS FOR CLEAN ON-ROAD VEHICLES


RULE 1620 - CREDITS FOR CLEAN OFF-ROAD MOBILE EQUIPMENT





1ARB 1995 guideline entitled "Guidelines to Generate Mobile Source Emission Reduction Credits Through the Conversion of Off-Road Diesel Cycle Engines at or above 50 Horsepower to Low-Emission Configurations".
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