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Steven Lau

From: bstrsg@aol.com

Sent:  Thursday, September 04, 2008 8:10 AM
To: sacsip

Subject: Federal attainment

As a stakeholder in the proposed regulations I have a couple of questions;
If the Federal Regulations set in 1997 have been since reviewed?
Did California ever contested the standard?

[ understand that Federal funds are at stake, however that does not mean that the 10 year old regulation
was not flawed from the start.

Blain Stumpf
BST Services, Inc.

Get the MapQuest Toolbar. Directions, Traffic, Gas Prices & More!

9/8/2008
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Steven Lau

Frem: Scofty DuPriest [scotty@ottoconstruction.com)
Sent:  Thursday, Septamber 04, 2008 10:41 AM

Te: zaceip

Subject: Comments

Stevan,

My only comment is that at a time when the economy is not deing so well, when budgets are lean, and costs are
high, this new industry that is being created by your crganization on the backs of the Contracters iz net a veny well
thought out concept. We all know that the main pelluter of cur waterways is the storm draing that are centinuing to
recaive the run-off fram people like you and me and our homes and city streets. Naw construction only disturbs
only 610t of 1% of the entire states exposed soil areas and with the censtruction dewnturn will be much less for
2009 and on. You eszentially left the lion's share of the contamination source alone and it will increase as long as
paeople continue to water lawns and wash and drive cars. The plan you are proposing has ne endgame or goals
that are realistic or will show up in any significant way scientifically a= werking to solve the problem. Apparently
fromwhat | read and the backers of the plan (lawyers) wha's only affect iz a litigious feeding frenzy for non-
compliance and the complexity of the plan in general seams very short sighted and difficult. You've all bought into
this plan and your jobs will be secure as long as there continues to be contractors who can remain afleat durng
thess tough economic times and are willing to shell out large sums of money to tast the clanty of construction
activity water while the average home owner will fertilize, water and wash all the driveways down without even a
thought of the pollution created by the masses. Any way, thank you 've said my peace and appreciate your
afforts to make the envirenment bettar.

*» OTTO

Scotty DuPriest, Safaty & Rizk Manager
B16.441.6870 TEL

916.447.2748 SECURE FAX
www . cttoconstr ction.com

This e-mail and any attachments may contnn confidential and
privileged mfommation. If you are not the mtended recipient,
please notify the sender mmediately by return e-mal, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemmnation or use of this
mformmation by a person other than the intended recipient 1s
unauthonzed and may be illegal.

9/8/2008
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Steven Lau

From: CHARLES ANDERSON

Sent:  Thursday, September 25, 2008 11:55 AM
To: Steven Lau

Subject: FW: Attainment Area...

Steven,

Here is a comment we need to document and prepare a response for.

Charles

From: Ed Welch [mailto:edwelch08@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2008 11:07 AM
To: CHARLES ANDERSON

Subject: Attainment Area...

Hello Charles,
Good to speak with you the other day.

We are currently reading the Attainment Draft Plan and will hopefully have a series of questions for you
soon. Are you the appropriate person to respond? I'm just not sure if someone else is assigned to that
task. When we draft the questions, I will then cc them to NSAQMD.

In the meantime, I would love to hear your opinion about whether it is good for Nevada County to be
outside the Attainment Area. Ihave read a report concerning the issue, but it still seems questionable.
In the report, 1t says that Nevada County will essentially maintain stronger autonomy to be outside the
area. If we were in the area, our county would be subject to Sacramento AQMD oversight and
regulations, and our county would likely be subject to Federal sanctions placed on the Sacramento area,
loss of highway money, etc. | understand that, but Western Nevada County is not in attainment either
and will likely stay out of attainment as long as the Sacramento area. So by being out of the attainment
area, we lose our voice in the Ozone Plan, we still are susceptible to Federal sanctions, and we are not
included in any number of programs within the attainment area. What gives? NSAQMD has more
autonomy, but they only have three air pollution employees in Grass Valley and very tiny programs
anyway.

As you said, it probably is a mixed bag of answers. Thanks for the response, if you have time. You can
also just call if you would rather just chat about it.

All the best,

Ed
530 265-3683

10/8/2008
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Steven Lau

From: Ed Welch [edwelch08@gmail.com]

Sent:  Thursday, October 09, 2008 9:01 AM

To: sacsip

Subject: Questions concerning Sacramento Draft Ozone Plan

Dear Mr. Lau,

Below you will find a series of question concerning the Draft Report of the Sacramento Non-attainment Area
Ozone Plan. Our organization, Save the Air in Nevada County (STAINNC) would happily meet with you to
discuss them.

1. Does the photochemical modeling account for the increased temperatures that are predicted for
the region? If not, it is not factoring in increased ozone production from higher temperatures, as
well as potentially increased biogenic VOCs from the higher temperatures.

2. The plan focuses on reductions to 84 ppb instead of the new 75 ppb standard. By 2017, when
Western Nevada County is expected to be in compliance, the 75 ppb standard will have been in
existence for 9 years. Why is this plan not accounting for reductions to the lower standard? (See
p. 1-3 and 2-4)

3. Aftainment in Sacramento (and therefore Nevada County) is predicated on attainment in the Bay
Area and the San Joaquin Valley. (See p. 1-10 and 9-2) Are their State Implementation Plans
(SIPs) showing sufficient reductions for Nevada County to achieve attainment by 20177

4, What is the 2007 VOC emissions data for on-road vehicles? The drop from 2002 to 2011 in
Table 5-2 seems precipitous. (See p. 5-6) Where does it stand now?

5. Recreational boats are the highest single source of VOCs 1n the nonattainment area from 2011-
2018 (See Table 5-2 on p. 5-6). What is being done in the plan to address this emissions source?

6. On-road motor vehicle emission reductions are significant from 2002-2018, but the population
over that same time frame increases by about a million people. (See table 5-9, p. 5-14) How 15
this possible?

7.  Has the "modeled attainment test” (See p. 6-2) been conducted for the Grass Valley monitor?

10/9/2008
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The text reads that "...the State is responsible for other nearby counties or areas outside the
nonaftainment area to address downwind mfluence.” If this test has not been conducied for Grass
Valley, is the Air Resources Board responsible for ensuring that testing is conducted?

8. What are the funding mechanisms for the Further Study Measures outlined in Section 7.20 (p. 7-
28)? The emissions reduction benefits from these measures, particularly Urban Heat Island and
Energy Efficiency, could be substantial. Does the study of these measures have a dedicated
funding source, and if so, what level of funding is being provided?

9. One page 9-3, the document states that "Ultimately, CARB is responsible for ensuring that
Nevada County meets its federal attainment requirements.” Please explain that statement more
fully. Does it mean that the Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD has no legal or regulatory
responsibility and/or authority for Nevada County's ozone attainment?

Thank you for your time and attention to these questions.

Sincerely,

Ed Welch

Save the Air in Nevada County

530 265-3683

10/9/2008
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Steven Lau

From: Rowe. Greg [RoweG@saccounty.net]
Sent:  Monday, September 29, 2008 3:31 PM
To: sacsip

Subject: Workshop Power Points

Are any of the presentations at the 9-25 public meeting available? In particular, | am
interested in the ARB presentation (especially slide #2) and the Ozone-RFP presentation
(which on the first page lists the 6 preparer organizations); especially interested in slide #4
(bottom of page 2 of handout). Thanks. --Greg Rowe

Greg Rowe

Senior Environmental Analyst

Planning and Environment

Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS)
6900 Airport Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95837

916.874.0698 (office)

916.874.0741 or 0764 (fax)

e-mail: roweg@saccounty.net

www.sacairports.org

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO EMAIL DISCLAIMER:

This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review,
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto)} by other
than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited.

If yvou are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately
and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any
attachments thereto.

10/8/2008
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From: Rowe. Greg [RoweG@saccounty.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2008 4:00 PM
To: sacsip
Ce: Rickelton. Glen; Munson. George; Taylor. Bree; Pamela.Vanderbilt @CHZM.com;
Jim.Humphries@CH2M.com
Subject: Comment Letter_Draft Ozone SIP-RFP-DEIR

Attachments: SCAS Comment Ltr_8-hr Ozone Plan-RFP-DEIR_101408. pdf

Mr. Lau: attached is a comment letter prepared by the Sacramento County Airport System,
relative to the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour ozone SIP and Reasonable Further Progress
Plan, and the associated Draft EIR. The "wet signature" original letter will be mailed to you.
Please contact me if you have any questions. --Greg Rowe

<<SCAS Comment Ltr_8-hr Ozone Plan-RFP-DEIR_101408.pdf>>

Greg Rowe

Senior Environmental Analyst

Planning and Environment

Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS)
6900 Airport Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95837

916.874.0698 (office)

916.874.0741 or 0764 (fax)

e-mail: roweg@saccounty.net

www.sacairports.org

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO EMAIL DISCLAIMER:

This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review,
copving, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto) by other
than the County of Sacramento or the intended reciplent is strictly prohibited.

If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately
and permanently delete the original and any coples of this email and any
attachments thereto.

10/15/2008
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County Executive
Terry Schutten

Sacramento County Airport System
G. Hardy Acree, Director of Airports

County of Sacramento
October 14, 2008

Mr. Steven Lau

Air Quality Planner/Analyst

Program Coordination

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
777 12" Street, 3" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Subject: Comments on Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Rea-
sonable Further Progress Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)

Dear Mr. Lau:

The Sacramento County Airport System (County Airport System) appreciates the oppor-
tunity to comment and provide input on the Draft Sacramento Regional 8-hour Ozone
Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan (the Draft SIP), and the Draft Envi-
ronmental Impact Report (DEIR) prepared in conjunction with the Draft SIP. The
County Airport System is comprised of four airports and manages the aviation activities
at McClellan Airport on behalf of another County agency, the Department of Intergov-
ernmental Affairs and Economic Development (DEDIA). The County Airport System is
tasked with serving the commercial aviation needs of the Sacramento region while con-
forming to the air quality attainment goals of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (Air Ba-
sin). It is in this spirit that we provide the following comments.

Bump-up and General Conformity

Current general conformity regulations require that emission inventories used in con-
formity demonstrations be derived from an applicable, approved State Implementation
Plan (SIP). With the pending redesignation of the Air Basin from Serious to Severe
Ozone Nonattainment, the conformity de minimis thresholds for the ozone precursor
pollutants, NOx and VOC, would be lowered from the current 50 tons per year, to 25
tons per year.

The lowered threshold increases the burden for the County Airport System to limit emis-
sions, while developing projects to meet public transportation needs and demands. The
lowered conformity review threshold also lowers the level at which future emission in-
creases would have to be fully offset. Consistent with our goal to minimize the air qual-
ity impacts of airport activities and aviation growth, the County Airport System is incor-
porating air quality improvements into development plans and projects it manages. Al-
though the estimates contained in the Sacramento International Airport Master Plan Fi-
nal EIR (July 2007) indicate that short-term potential growth will be below the lowered

Sacramento International Airport ¢ Mather Airport ¢ Executive Airport  Franklin Field
6900 Airport Boulevard e Sacramento, California 95837 e phone (916) 874-0719 o fax (916) 874-0636
www.saccounty.net ® www.sacairports.org
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Mr. Steven Lau
October 14, 2008
Page 2 of 3

de minimis thresholds, the emissions growth at all regional airports needs to be carefully
considered, and assurance provided, so that near-term and long-term emission budgets
will accommodate required future growth.

Aircraft Emissions Budget

The County Airport System appreciates that air quality planners have recognized the
need to demonstrate conformity with growth in regional airport activities. As indicated in
Table 12-1 of the Draft SIP document, the inventory accommodates the Sacramento
County aircraft emissions expected in the Sacramento County Master Plan. However,
we are unable to determine how the near-term and long-term aircraft emission budgets
were assembled for the entire region. It is unclear if and how the growth of aircraft op-
erations within other counties in the Air Basin was included. Thus, we remain con-
cerned that growth at airports in the other counties might be inadvertently under-
forecasted and that future air services at Sacramento County airports, especially Sac-
ramento International Airport, may be constrained.

Ground Service Equipment (GSE) Emissions Budget

We are also concerned that the SIP emissions budgets shown in Table 12-1 for regional
GSE may be incomplete. These budgets are expected to decline in the future, even
as more GSE services will be required for additional future aircraft operations. Review
of the Off-road Appendices to the Draft SIP shows that only 217 GSE items were in-
cluded in the 2002 regional emission estimates. The number of GSE items in the entire
air basin is expected to increase to 326 by 2018. Unfortunately, all the GSE are shown
to be located only in Sacramento County, and no GSE emissions are estimated for El
Dorado, Placer, Solano, Sutter, or Yolo counties. Therefore, the current and projected
GSE emissions may be underestimated, because the equipment needed to provide air-
craft ground services at other airports in these counties has not been included. Albeit
small in number, airports such as Woodland and Yolo County, for example, do deploy
GSE for towing aircraft.

In addition, future estimates for VOC and NOx emissions from GSE activities at all air-
ports in the entire Air Basin may not be sufficient unless aggressive assumptions about
equipment replacement and regulatory enforcement are made. New regulations have
been adopted by the California Air Resources Board (ARB) for off-road equipment, in-
cluding airport GSE. The requirement to rapidly phase-in low emission off-road engines
is an important goal of these regulations. The airlines and their contractors own and
operate a variety of specialized GSE to service particular types of aircraft. Airport op-
erators do not regulate or in any way otherwise dictate the types of equipment to be
used. The local air districts and ARB will be responsible for enforcing the off-road regu-
lations with the individual tenants at each of the regional airports.
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Mr. Steven Lau
October 14, 2008
Page 3 of 3

Closing

To minimize air quality impacts of airport activities, the County Airport System has in-
corporated air quality improvements into airport development plans. As you know, the
County Airport System has planned for additional passenger terminals, aircraft gates,
taxiways, and high-speed runway turnouts to reduce emissions associated with SMF
aircraft ground movements. We have also provided infrastructure to encourage the use
of alternative fuels and electricity by our tenants. However, we cannot dictate the types
of aircraft or other equipment that our tenants may choose to operate. Their decisions
are based upon financial considerations, which become even more critically important
during these difficult economic times.

We wish to clarify a statement in Section 12.5 of the Draft SIP, which was repeated in
the Draft EIR. The first paragraph in this section states as follows: Sacramento County
airports include: Sacramento International Airport (SMF), Mather, Executive, McClellan,
Franklin, Rancho Murieta, Sunset, Natomas and Rio Linda." Readers could infer from
this sentence that the County Airport System operates a total of nine airports, which is
not the case. For clarity, we suggest this paragraph be revised as follows.

The Sacramento County Airport System is comprised of four airports: Sacra-
mento International (SMF), Mather (MHR), Executive (SAC) and Franklin (F72).
In addition, the County Airport System manages the aviation activities at
McClellan Airport on behalf of another County agency. Four private airports also
operate in Sacramento County: Natomas, Rancho Murieta, Rio Linda, and Sun-
set.

In summary, while current estimates indicate that potential growth of Sacramento
County airports may be below the emission projections in the regional SIP budgets, the
emissions growth at all regional airports needs to be carefully considered. We look for-
ward to working with the SMAQMD and others to develop SIP emission budgets that
accommodate the variability expected from future regional airport activities, and to
streamline general conformity analyses for airport improvement projects.

Sincerely,

Greg Rowe

Senior Environmental Analyst — Planning and Environment

C: J. Glen Rickelton, Manager — Planning and Environment

George Munson, Airport Planner — Planning and Environment

W:PLANNING\ENVIRONMENTAL\AIr Quality\SIP Update_2008-09\8-Hour Attain Plan Draft & DEIR_Sept08\SCAS Comment
Ltr_8-hr Ozone Plan-RFP-DEIR_101408(1).doc
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FW: Comment Letter Draft Ozone SIP-RFP-DEIR Page 1 of 2

Steven Lau

From: Rowe. Greg [RoweG@saccounty.net]

Sent:  Tuesday, October 14, 2008 4:47 PM

To: sacsip

Ce: Pamela.Vanderbit@CHZ2M.com

Subject: FW: Comment Letter_Draft Ozone SIP-RFP-DEIR

See comment below about Natomas Airport. --GR

Greg Rowe

Senior Environmental Analyst

Planning and Environment

Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS)
6900 Airport Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95837

916.874.0698 (office)

916.874.0741 or 0764 (fax)

e-mail: roweg@saccounty.net

www.sacairports.org

From: Munson. George

Sent: Tuesday, Oclober 14, 2008 4:44 PM

To: Rowe. Greg

Cc: Rickelton. Glen

Subject: RE: Comment Letter_Draft Ozone SIP-RFP-DEIR

Thanks Greg.

Natomas Airport was closed in 2000, is no longer, and should not be included in the SMAMQD inventory of
county airports.

GEORGE E. MUNSON

Airport Planner/Project Manager
Planning and Environment

Sacramento County Airport System

(916) 874-0767 (Office)
(916) 747-8822 (Mobile)

(916) 874-0741 (Fax)

munsong@saccounty.net

10/15/2008
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FW: Comment Letter Draft Ozone SIP-RFP-DEIR Page 2 of 2

From: Rowe. Greg

Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2008 4:00 PM

To: 'sacsip@airquality.org’

Cc: Rickelton. Glen; Munson. George; Taylor. Bree; 'Pamela.Vanderbilt@CH2M.com'; 'Jim.Humphries@CH2M.com'
Subject: Comment Letter_Draft Ozone SIP-RFP-DEIR

Mr. Lau: attached is a comment letter prepared by the Sacramento County Airport System,
relative to the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour ozone SIP and Reasonable Further Progress
Plan, and the associated Draft EIR. The "wet signature" original letter will be mailed to you.
Please contact me if you have any questions. --Greg Rowe

<< File: SCAS Comment Lir_8-hr Ozone Plan-RFP-DEIR_101408.pdf >>

Greg Rowe

Senior Environmental Analyst

Planning and Environment

Sacramento County Airport System (SCAS)
6900 Airport Boulevard

Sacramento, CA 95837

916.874.0698 (office)

916.874.0741 or 0764 (fax)

e-mail: roweg@saccounty.net

www.sacairports.orq

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO EMAIL DISCLAIMER:

This email and any attachments thereto may contain private, confidential, and
privileged material for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any review,
copying, or distribution of this email (or any attachments thereto)} by other
than the County of Sacramento or the intended recipient is strictly prohibited.

If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender immediately
and permanently delete the original and any copies of this email and any
attachments thereto.

10/15/2008
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Steven Lau
From: Camille Kustin [ckustin@edf.org]
Sent: Monday, October 20, 2008 8:20 PM
To: sacsip
Cc: BRIGETTE TOLLSTRUP; ALETA KENNARD; JOSEPH CARLE
Subject: Ozone Plan Letter: ISR Support

Attachments: SacAQMD_|SR_Support_Letter_10_20_08.pdf

Hello Steven,
Please find the attached coalition letter in support for proposed rules 15-1 and 1S-2 (the ISR).

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input and we look forward to continuing to work with the District on this. If
you have any questions, please let me know.

Camille Kustin

Policy Analyst

Environmental Defense Fund
1107 9th Street, Suite 540
Sacramento, CA 95814
Phone: 916-492-4682

Cell: 916-752-2834

Fax: 916-441-3142

ckustin@edf.org

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and
privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient,
please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail, delete this
e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal.

10/22/2008
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:l:AMERICAN BREATHE COALITION FOR

LUNG “ NI/
of California The Clean Air and Healthy Lungs People

CURES | CLEAN AIR | SMOKEFREE KIDS

e
ECOS

ENVIRONMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND
*COUNEIL.

ar ACRAMENTO nding the ways that work

QOctober 20, 2008

Steven Lau

Sacramento Metropelitan Air Quality Management District
777 12" Street

3" Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Comments on the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Draft Plan Proposed
Control Measures IS-1: Construction Mitigation Rule and I5-2: Operatonal Indirect Source
Rale

Dear Mr. Lau:

The undersigned organizations write to you in support of the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour
Ozone Attainment Draft Plan’s proposed control measures [5-1: Construction Mitigation Rule
and [5-2: Operational Indirect Source Rule (collectively, ISR}. The ISR is a critical regulatory
mechanism that will reduce emissions from construction equipment and operaticnal elements of
new developments and will help the AQMD meet and maintain its clean air goals.

While we applaud the inclusion of the construction and operational [SRs in the Draft Plan and
are optimistic the Board will vote to include them in the Plan, we strongly urge the Sacramento
AQMD to recognize the opportunities the ISR can bring to the region and consider the
following recommendations:

* Achieve additional emissions reductions. Currently, the Plan estimates that both the
construction and operational ISRs will each contribute reductions of less than 0.1 tons
per day of NOx and VOCs by 2018. These reductions are modest and we believe that the
ISR has the potential of achieving greater reductions.

As modeling technologies improve and the region continues te grow, the ISR will prove
itself to be a critical element of the ozone plan. URBEMIS is the popular modeling tool
for estimating development project emissions, but it does not adequately reflect the costs
and benefits of project location within a specific region, which may result in an increased

number of vehicle trips and longer travel distances. As the AQMD locks to other
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models, including the parameters listed above will more accurately represent the
environmental impacts of site selection and land use patterns that directly affect air
quality across the region. This will allow the air district to more accurately predict the
emissions impacts and reduction needs.

¢ Follow the San Joaquin Valley’s ISR Framework. While we recognize that details of the
rule will be addressed during the rulemaking process, as AQMD staff begins to consider
rule design, we recommend they follow the general [ramework used in the San Joaquin
Valley. This will help provide uniformity throughout the state and ease implementation
and compliance. The San Joaquin Valley rule has also proven to be effective.

In just two years, ISR implementation in the San Joaquin Valley has reduced and
prevented more than 6000 tons of NOx and particulate matter emissions. Developers
who have embraced the rule have come up with innovative compliance solutions:
construction equipment retrofits, siting close to public transportation and existing job
centers, signing contracts to maintain cleaner vehicle fleets, and increasing building
energy elficiency.

Specifically, we support a framework that quantifies emissions, before and after
mitigation measures have been included, sets emissions tonnage thresholds, project size
thresholds, and emission reduction requirements, and includes a fee option to achieve
offsite emissions reductions when onsite reduction strategies are unavailable. We also
recognize that a one-size-fits-all approach may not work, and that specific requirements
may have to be tailored to meet certain needs throughout the Sacramento region. Even
though some specifics may need adjusting, the framework used in the San Joaquin Valley
rule can be similarly applied in Sacramento to allow projects to move forward while
improving air quality.

¢  Designan ISR that is complementary to existing policies and legislation. As the AQMD
moves forward with ISR rule development, the District should attempt to integrate its air
quality regulations with evolving land use policies. SACOG’s regional Blueprint,
California’s Global Warming Solutions Act (AB 32}, and now the Sustainable
Communities Act (SB 375) can work 1(‘:g(:1|n:r to encourage devclopmcnl that meets 217
Century demands..

® Evaluate the real costs of action versus inaction. Experience with the ISR in the San
Joaquin Valley has indicated that additional development costs of mitigation are minimal.
A 2007 survey of 9 housing developments estimated a per-unit cost increase of just $420.
In return, prospective homeowners and tenants get improved air quality and safer, more
walkable communities to live and work.

Many Sacramento arca developers who build “smart” projects that also take into account
ways to reduce indirect source pollution—e.g. locating near transit, jobs and services and
in walkable communities—are still selling houses and commercial space, Developments
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located far outside the urban core, and that produce a heavier burden in indirect source

pollution, face unprecedented foreclosures and even bankruptey.

California is undergoing a fundamental shift in the way it does business and is beginning to
incorporate the environmental costs of land conversion and air pollution. An effective indirect
source rule that incentivizes smart development is an essential step to ensure air quality and
adequate housing. It is a tool that can influence building practices, decrease VMT to reduce

ernissions, and be used to meet clean air requirements, while not stifling business,

We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the District’s Plan and look forward to
continuing to work with you and taking part in the rule development process. Please let us know
if we can provide any other information regarding the indirect source rule or land use control

measures.

Sincerely,

Tim Carmichael

Coalition for Clean Air

J(malhzm F,llison
ETIVirOI’ITTICTl].ﬂl C()Ill’l(l“ ()rSﬂ(‘,Tﬂ.TIIEII to

Bonnie Holmes-Gen
American Lurlg Association of California

Camille Kustin
Environmental Defense Fund

Kathryn Phillips

El'l viron Tl'lﬁl'll.::ll DC ren sC Fund

Annemarie Vincent
Breathe California

Ce: Brigt:ltc To“slmp, Aleta Kt:nrmrd, _]()c Carle
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Steven Lau
From: Jason Crow [JCrow@sacog.org)]
Sent: Monday, October 20, 2008 3:14 PM
To: BRIGETTE TOLLSTRUP; CHARLES ANDERSON,; Steven Lau
Subject: SIP Comments

I was reviewing the TCM appendix A1/D and noticed a couple of changes. I thought I'd better confirm
that these were correct.

On page D-41, the emissions reductions shown for the SECAT program are 0.91 Tpd NOx and 0.06 Tpd
ROG. My earlier version had shown 0.92 tpd NOx and 0.12 tpd ROG.

On page D-73, under "Implementation Date," the two dates shown are 2018 and 2017. I had shown 2019
and 2018 in an earlier version, so I wanted to confirm that 2018 and 2017 are correct.

On page D-74, under Economic Feasibility and Cost Effectiveness," I had a range of $2,000-$38,000 per
ton. I see that the current draft shows a range of $2,000-$34,000. Not a big change (and probably not
a significant one either), but I thought I should ask about it anyway.

Those are the only discrepancies I found. Let me know if you have any follow-up questions about this.

Thanks!

Jason

Jason Crow

Senior Planner

Sacramento Area Council of Governments
1415 L Street, Suite 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

Tel (916) 340-6219

Fax (916) 321-9551

Jjerow@sacog.org
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Steven Lau
From: Sam Longmire [sam@myairdistrict.com]
Sent: Friday, October 24, 2008 1245 PM
To: Steven Lau
Ce: gretchen@@rmyairdistrict com
Subject: Comments on Draft &Hr Ozone Attainment Plan
Attachments: Comments on Sacraments SIP draft doc
Comments an
Acramenta ZIP dra.
Dear Mr, Lau:

Please find attached the NSAQMD's comments on the Sacramento Regional 8-Heur Ozone Attainment
ahd Reasonable Further Progress Plan, Draft Report,

A sighed copy is being mailed.

Please contact me with any guestions,
Sincerely,

Sam Lengmire, APCS

Satnuel F. Longmire,

Air Pollution Control Specialist IIT

MNerthern Sierra Air Quality Management District
(530) 274-9360 x106
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NORTHERN SIERRA AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT Gretchen Bennitt, APCO
NSAQMD MAIN OFFICE (530) 274-9360 / FAX: (530) 274-7546
200 Liteon Dr., Suite 320, Grass Valley, CA 95945 (Shipping Only
NSAQMD P.O. Box 2509, Cr'r:u'.r Vﬂﬁ;v, CA 95945 (;r[ail Only) PpECi
P.O. BOX 2509 email: gffice@myairdistrict.com or wwwnivairdisirict ¢

GfaSS Va"ey’ CA 95945 TRUCKEE FIELD QFFICE  (530) 350-7872 /) FAX: (530) 587-2623
13450 Donner Pass Rd., Suite B, Truckee, CA 96161 (Shipping Only)
P.0. Box 9766, Truckee, C4 96162 (Mail Only)

Ste\fen Lau enail: ::mH@myr.u'nf:'.m'i’.:i.a'nm
SMAQMD

QUINCY FIELD OFFICE (3300 2834654 / FAX: (530) 283-0699
777 12th StrBEt‘ 3rd Floor 270 County Hospiral Rd., Suire 127, Quincy, CA 95971 (Shipping Only)
Sacramento, CA 95814 P.0. Box 3981, Quincy, CA 95971 (Mail Only)

email: georgef@myairdistrict.com

October 24, 2008

Re: Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress
Plan, Draft Report

Dear Mr. Lau:

The Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (NSAQMD) has reviewed the
Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and Reasonable Further Progress Plan,
Draft Report (Plan). The NSAQMD applauds the quality of the document and sincerely
appreciates the great amount of work that has gone into the preparation of the Plan.

Introduction

The Western Nevada County (WNC) portion of the NSAQMD is overwhelmingly impacted
by ozone transported from the Sacramento Federal Non-Attainment Area (SFNA). As a
consequence, western Nevada County has been designated Nonattainment for the 1997
federal 8-hour ozone standard as well as the State ozone standards. According to the
provisions and modeling contained in the Plan, WNC is not expected to reach attainment
until approximately 2017. This would mean that WNC would have to bump up to a
Severe classification in order to accommodate the 2017 attainment date. WNC was
originally classified as a Basic federal Nonattainment area.

Pursuant to Section 110 of the federal Clean Air Act, each state is responsible for
ensuring that all areas of the state attain and maintain federal air quality standards.
Nonattainment areas must reach attainment as expeditiously as practicable.

California Health and Safety Code (H&SC) Section 39610(b) requires CARB to “assess
the relative contribution of upwind emissions to downwind ozone ambient air pollutant
levels” and to “establish mitigation requirements commensurate with the level of
contribution.” CARB has determined that air pollutant transport is the sole reason for
WNC'’s federal and State Nonattainment designation. Further, HS&C Section 40912
specifies, “The plans for districts responsible for or affected by air pollutant transport shall
provide for attainment and maintenance of the state and federal standards in both the
upwind and downwind district.”

WNC is the least populous non-attainment area in California (aside from the mountaintop
special transitional non-attainment area known as the Sutter Buttes), and possibly in the
entire nation. There are approximately 75,000 people in WNC, with a density of 0.14
persons per acre (6.9 acres per person) and a growth rate below the state average
(California Department of Finance). WNC'’s ozone precursor emissions are miniscule,
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with biogenic VOCs dwarfing anthropogenic VOCs and mobile sources vastly dominating
the NOx inventory. On western Nevada County’'s highest ozone days, the wind is almost
invariably from the southwest (from the SFNA), where elevated ozone concentrations are
typically observed a few hours before elevated concentrations are observed in WNC.

Ozone Trends

Ozone concentrations in WNC have unfortunately not declined concurrently with those
measured in the SFNA, even though WNC'’s ozone precursor emissions have decreased.
Further, for the 2008 federal ozone standard, WNC actually has more nonattainment days
in recent years than the SFNA (which could be mentioned in the Plan, perhaps where the
new standard is discussed in Section 2.5, in order to assist the public in understanding
the situation). There have been many theories for why this discrepancy in trends occurs,
but no definite cause has been identified.

Recommendation 1: Trend Discussion

While the Plan does say that reductions in the SFNA will benefit WNC’s efforts to reach
attainment, there is no discussion of the fact that WNC’s 8-hour ozone values are not
following the downward trend observed in the SFNA. The NSAQMD recommends that
the Plan include a discussion of this apparent anomaly. Rapid growth in the northeastern
part of the SFNA (particularly in Placer County) has been implicated in public forums as a
factor. Placer is the fastest-growing county in the State (according to Department of
Finance data), experiencing a population growth rate between April 1, 2000 and January
1, 2006 of 27.4% (compared to 8.8% for Nevada County). The City of Lincoln grew by
200% during the same period and has many residents who commute to Sacramento to
work. There is a large swath of land north of I-80 and west of Auburn with no ozone
monitor, so there is no data for tracking ozone development and transport to WNC
through this rapidly growing area.

Emission Reduction Credits

Emission Reduction Credits (ERCs) represent allowable increases in emissions. ERCs
are required under federal NSR rules for new and modified major sources of air pollution,
pursuant to the Clean Air Act. The Plan proposes to retain pre-2002 ERCs of 2.6 tons per
day, or tpd (949 tons per year, or tpy) of VOCs and 1.4 tpd (511 tpy) of NOx. In addition,
it proposes 0.9 tpd of VOC credits and 1.0 tpd NOx credits from reductions in rice field
burning to be bankable in the future. Some of these anticipated ERCs are proposed to be
derived from reductions in rice field burning that occurred prior to the base year of 2002
under an ERC rule that is currently being developed.

The NSAQMD is concerned that generating ERCs from reductions in rice field burning
could have the unwanted effect of moving precursor emissions from the fall and spring
rice-burning seasons into the peak of the ozone season (July and August). If ERCs from
reductions in the burning of rice fields are used by a source that operates throughout the
summer, then the net result is an increase in ozone precursor emissions during the time
of year when it is most crucial to reduce emissions.
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Section 173(c)(2) of the federal Clean Air Act, relating to ERCs, specifies, “Emission
reductions otherwise required by this Act shall not be creditable as emissions reductions
for purposes of any such offset requirement.” The Act requires the entire State to reach
attainment as expeditiously as practicable, so a question arises of whether or not
reductions in the SFNA are “otherwise required by the Act” in order to bring WNC and
other transport-impacted areas into attainment as expeditiously as practicable. The
NSAQMD mentions this as a point of consideration that could play into execution of the
following recommendation.

Recommendation 2: Explore ERC Options

The NSAQMD recommends consideration of the following reasonably available
measures, or similar measures, relating to ERC redemption. This would involve
discussion with EPA and with CARB, and presumably include considerations relating to
California’s “All Feasible Measures” requirement. It may be possible to fold one or more
of the following recommendations into the ERC rule that is under development. The
primary focus should be on NOX credits, since modeling indicates that ozone
concentrations in the SFNA and, especially, in downwind rural areas including WNC, are
more responsive to NOx reductions than VOC reductions.

1) Commit all or some of the ERCs to non-summer activities (such as controlled
burning for fire safety or agricultural purposes) or restrict their actual use by
purchasers during ozone season via operating permit conditions.

2) Stipulate that ERCs cannot be redeemed until transport-impacted areas reach
attainment (except for the possible exception of necessary power generation
projects).

3) Buy up the ERCs from the credit holders (using mitigation funds or other funding
sources) and retire them permanently.

4) Designate the ERCs (or a portion thereof) for use in the downwind mountain
counties rather than inside the SFNA, in accordance with the offset ratio
requirements of the Clean Air Act.

As an explanation of the logic behind the last recommendation above, the mountain
county nonattainment areas are facing an unusual situation in which they are likely to
become Serious or Severe nonattainment areas within a year (with major source
thresholds of 50 and 25 tons respectively), but they have minimal opportunities for
generating ERCs to offset the establishment or modification of major sources under NSR.
Thus, downwind rural areas are suffering in more than one way from ozone generated in
the SFNA — not just from the high ozone itself but also from regulatory constraints that
apply simply due to the presence of the transported ozone. The Clean Air Act's ERC
requirements indirectly limit economic development in transport-impacted rural areas by
limiting the potential for industrial growth and power generation. The point of including
offset requirements in the Clean Air Act was to place emission constraints on an area that
fails to attain the NAAQS in order to force the area toward attainment. However, since
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the 8-hour average captures transport-impacted areas more than the 1-hour standard did
but the Clean Air Act has not changed, the development constraints end up affecting rural
areas that have never even had the opportunity to develop a large emissions base from
which ERCs could flow. Earmarking the ERCs for use in the transport-impacted mountain
counties would both assist the SFNA in their precursor reduction efforts (thereby reducing
ozone concentrations and assisting with future Reasonable Further Progress
demonstrations) and increase economic opportunities in areas that are affected by
SFNA's transported ozone.

Modeling Episodes

The selection of episodes used for modeling is obviously very important, as they are key
components of demonstrating attainment in both the SFNA and in downwind, ozone-
impacted areas.

During the planning stages for SIP modeling, six episodes were considered upon which to
base the modeling. Three of these simply did not exhibit substantial ground-level ozone
formation, presumably due in part to favorable weather conditions, so the data’s
usefulness for modeling is limited. Of the other three episodes (7 days in 1999, 7 days in
2000 and 10 days in 2002), the first two were selected for the attainment demonstration,
while the 2002 episode was not included. Ozone concentrations in WNC during the 2002
episode were much higher than during the 1999 episode and slightly higher (by
approximately 7%) overall than during the 2000 episode.

The year 1999 episode that was chosen for attainment modeling included the following 8-
hour values for WNC (in ppm).

77 069 (“spin-up” period - not included in model performance evaluation)

7/8  .089 (“spin-up” period — not included in model performance evaluation)

7/19  .092 (model performance passed)

7/10 .089 (model performance failed)

7111 099 (model performance failed)

7112 .081 (model performance passed)

713  .077 (model performance passed)

On July 10-13, the wind was primarily blowing from the Sacramento area to the east.
WNC typically has its highest ozone days when the wind is blowing from the Sacramento
area to the northeast. In other words, the highest ozone went farther south on those
days, as indicated by the data.

On July 8, WNC had the only exceedance in the mountain counties, but that day was
discarded from the model performance evaluation as a “spin-up period” (Draft Modeling
Appendix A, Section 2.2.1). Also, for the 1999 episode, the originally considered period
was July 8-12, but ultimately a period of July 9-13 was chosen for the attainment
demonstration (the 13" being a relatively low ozone day for WNC).
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Regarding the model performance evaluation for WNC, the model failed to perform within
the 15% normalized bias and the 35% paired gross error that were used to gauge
performance on 2 of the 5 days (40%) that were selected for the evaluation.

It is not clear why the longer August 8-17, 2002 episode was not chosen for Sacramento’s
attainment demonstration. It seems that using a larger data set would be the
conservative approach, leading to more reliable modeling, and that a more recent year
would have an emission profile more similar to current conditions — two factors that favor
its use over the use of the shorter 1999 period (when the wind carried more of the ozone
farther south). On August 13, 15 and 17 of 2002, WNC had higher 8-hour ozone
concentrations than any other area in the mountain counties or the SFNA.

Note that the NSAQMD is not insinuating that the episodes chosen for the attainment
demonstration were chosen in order to make the modeled attainment date unrealistically
early or ease the burden on the SFNA to demonstrate attainment for WNC. Rather, the
NSAQMD is attempting to ensure that the modeling decisions do not inadvertently
underestimate the effect of ozone transport to western Nevada County.

Recommendation 3: Episode Selection Discussion

The NSAQMD recommends that the main body of the Plan include more details on the
episode selection criteria (perhaps in Section 6.6), on the episodes dismissed from
consideration, and on the process used to determine that the episodes chosen are
characteristic of the actual ozone transport situation. At least a qualitative summary of
the other episodes that were under consideration and how they differ from the ones
selected would be useful in assisting the public in evaluating the appropriateness of the
episode selection. The NSAQMD further recommends that the Plan include a clear,
mathematically and scientifically sound discussion of what would be expected if the 2002
episode were chosen for the SFNA's attainment demonstration modeling, and an
explanation of why the 1999 episode is a superior choice.

Thousands of children are growing up in portions of the mountain counties that fail to
attain federal, health-based air quality standards due to pollution from the Sacramento
area. Because ozone is a serious health concern, affecting children and other sensitive
segments of the population the most, it is extremely important (and legally required) for
the Sacramento region to do everything reasonably within its power to reach attainment
as soon as possible. The NSAQMD submits these comments with the hope that they will
be closely and genuinely held under consideration.

Sincerely,

Samuel F. Longmire, MSES,
Air Pollution Control Specialist
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Public Comments and Responses

Public Workshop Comments (Vacaville, September 22, 2008)

Participants:

Comment #1:

Response:

Comment #2:

Response:

Jeanne LaPointe Toykea Jone
Dave Wagenseil Aimee Pfohl
Janice Stires Mike Reed

Why does Cool have a high level of ozone? (Plan presentation)

Charles Anderson, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD

The main reason that Cool is the peak ozone site is due to the effects of
the region’s meteorology, geography, and air pollutant emission sources.
Fresh pollutants of NOx and VOC are produced in upwind urbanized
areas. As the day progresses, those pollutants accumulate in the air and
react with sunlight under hot summer temperatures, which causes the
formation of ozone. In the afternoon, ozone concentrations increase and
Delta breezes tend to transport the ozone pollution to the Cool site later in
the day. Grass Valley has a similar ozone situation.

| understand the concept of the urban forest control measure, but there
might be another aspect where the emphasis on other types of trees (low
emitters) may have negative impacts. Has anyone taken a look at this
aspect? | am concerned about the removal and planting of different tree
species and their effects on the environment regarding types of insects,
animals, disease, pollination, shallow or deep root systems that could
cause damage, and other things. (Urban Forest control measure)

Gordon Mann, Sacramento Tree Foundation

When we did the study we looked at a diversity of species and identified
the trees that are best suited for the local environment as well as for air
guality. We have a technical advisory committee to look into these issues,
but we are looking at a wide variety of trees, not just two or three types.
We will capture the right trees for the right areas and look at additional
impacts. The tree lists change by area and the lists are not just emissions
related.
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Comment #3:

Response:

Comment #4:

Response:

Comment #5:

Response:

Would places be eligible for emissions credits if they complied before the
regulation is put into affect? Say if the regulation requires 9 ppm and we
go down to 5 ppm. (Local control measures)

Matt Jones, Yolo-Solano AQMD

The YSAQMD’s Emission Reduction Credit (ERC) rule is the
administrative mechanism that allows us to certify surplus emission
reductions. Section 201.2 of the rule states that once emission reductions
are proposed as a part of measures to be adopted in a District Air Quality
Attainment Plan, they can’t be considered surplus. So a source couldn’t
receive ERC's for replacing or retrofitting equipment to meet a certain
limit as proposed in this plan in one of our control measures. However, if
for example our proposed boiler rule specifies a NOx limit of 9 ppm and a
source replaces or retrofits equipment that will bring their emissions down
to 5 ppm, they could receive ERC'’s for the incremental reduction (4 ppm).

Are there any state or local funding mechanisms to help achieve the retrofitting of
boilers to come into compliance? (Local control measures)

Matt Jones, Yolo-Solano AQMD

| don’'t know. | know locally we don’t have any incentive programs at this
point. If | hear of any state incentive programs in the course of this plan, |
will be happy to let you know.

Are you making contacts with the cities and counties, so they know what'’s
going on and how they will be impacted? (Local control measures)

Matt Jones, Yolo-Solano AQMD

They would be impacted by the plan in the sense that businesses and
residences in their respective cities and counties would be impacted as a
result of the rule changes we are proposing in the plan. Each air district
has a Board of Directors that oversee the operations of the air district.
The people that make up the Board are representatives from the
respective cities and counties in that air district. For instance, in the Yolo-
Solano air district, we have a 14 member Board. We have a
representative from each city in our district and also supervisors from
Yolo and Solano Counties as well. So in that respect, we've been keeping
our Board informed of our proposed plan commitments. The in turn take
this information back to their respective cities and counties.
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Comment #6:

Response:

Comment #7:

Response:

What is the process after you get comments on the plan? Is the plan
going to change? (Local control measures)

Matt Jones, Yolo-Solano AQMD

All the commitments that are listed in the plan right now are the result of a
detailed analysis we performed to determine which local measures could
be feasibly implemented in our district to help get us to attainment of the
ozone standard. We don't expect that we would add any regulations that
aren't in this draft. If we get public comments that raise flags for one or
more of our commitments, it would be helpful if the commenter could
suggest an alternate way to achieve the equivalent emission reductions.
This is because we have to show in this plan that we will get the
reductions we need to achieve the standard by 2018.

How has the transportation industry interacted with the plan about
measures affecting locomotives and airports? (Local control measures)

Laura Lawrence, California Air Resource Board

We have discussed the measures during a series of workshops
throughout the state with transportation representatives as well as
keeping in contact with officials to discuss their needs and requirements.

Matt Jones, Yolo-Solano AQMD

Also, I'd like to point out that as ARB just mentioned they have lots of
workshops for their regulations. The local air districts have a workshop
process for each rule they want to adopt. So it's not like just by virtue of
publishing this plan, that's it. For each individual rule, there will be a
workshop and rule adoption process as well.
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Public Workshop Comments (Marysville, September 24, 2008)

Participants:

Comment #1:

Response:

Comment #2:

Response:

Comment #3:

Response:

Brenna Christiano Vaugh Minnix
Dan Tarailo Stephen Scheer
Camille Kustin Ronald W. Garner
Nathan Ladd Philip Ireanor

Why would the Air Resources Board rather continue to pollute instead of
having sources install equipment that use manure methane in combustion
engines to produce electricity? (Regional Measures, regarding dairy
emissions)

Tim Taylor, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD

There are benefits to doing this because it helps reduce some emissions.
However, it would substitute these emissions (ROG and other green
house gases) for of pollutants, including NOx. NOx emissions are more
important to ozone formation in our region than the hydrocarbon
emissions (ROG) from uncontrolled methane. It is not desirable to trade
ROG for NOx.

I just want to confirm that you can only take credit for up to 0.48 tons per
day even though reductions are about 0.84 tons per day? (Urban Forest
control measure)

Janice Lam, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD

Yes, due to the EPA cap on emissions reductions from emerging and
voluntary measures, only 6% of the emissions shortfall for attainment can
be claimed.

Do these (truck) regulations (referring to the light/medium category under
the mobile emission inventory pie chart) include pick up trucks? (State
control measures)

Charles Anderson, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD
Pie chart under light/medium duty category does include pickup trucks.
These regulations include pick up trucks running on gas and diesel fuel.
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Public Workshop Comments (Sacramento, September 25, 2008)

Participants:

Comment #1:

Response:

Comment #2:

Response:

Comment #3:

Response:

Jon Ellison
Christine Cabhill
Paul Buttner
Susan Wilson
Chelsea Sand
John Motsinger
Marco Lemes

Anissa Routon
Brandon Rose
Bree Tayler
Joe Crummett
B. Wood

Dan Tarailo
Camille Kustin

Anne Marie Vineent

First of all, | want to say this is a really great approach, another
component to air quality. | have two questions. First, do you have
somewhere available to look at the list of trees in the different categories?
(Urban Forest control measure)

Janice Lam, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD
We have a preliminary list now. If you leave your contact information | can
send you the list.

Secondly, with new development, especially with DOT wanting to create
more walkable streets and have separated sidewalks, how do the trees in
the low emitting category intersect [match up] with shade trees versus
other types of trees? So if you want to put in a lot of low emitting trees
along the street where you want pedestrians to walk, do some of those
trees include shade trees? (Urban Forest control measure)

Gordon Mann, Sacramento Tree Foundation

The way we are developing the lists for the trees is we are evaluating the
trees first for their suitability to the urban area. So each region will
probably have its own list that is suitable for that urban area. Then we will
take that suitability list and rate it for the air quality. So we will try our best
to match trees best suited for the area with the best air quality trees and
meet the ratio that we are targeting.

Do most of the reductions take into account urban growth and sprawl
which is cutting down oak tree forests or oaks in the foothills and
replacing it with new types of trees? (Urban Forest control measure)

Gordon Mann, Sacramento Tree Foundation

The current proposal accounts for trees that come down just under
normal removal and replacement trees to keep our existing canopy. We
are working with agencies to enhance the urban forest with their
development as part of the Greenprint which coincides with Blueprint
growth areas.
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Comment #4:

Response:

| would encourage more precaution as | see the expansion south of
highway 50 covered in oak trees. So | think that is definitely an area that
should be further examined, and | don’t know if you are taking that into
account what | just mentioned. (Urban Forest control measure)

Larry Greene, APCO

This control measure does not direct the removal of native trees in the
area due to development. The control measure focuses on replacing
trees that naturally die or are removed based on other issues such as
safety or natural disasters. The Sacramento Tree Foundation will ensure
the right kind of trees that benefit air quality, emit lower BVOC, and that
are good for the environment are planted. The Greenprint Initiative, which
is lead by the Sacramento Tree Foundation, is a multi-decade regional
framework by expanding urban forests and optimizing the benefits of tree
canopies. Under Greenprint, trees will be added to newly developed
areas and will expand the urban forest and increase the tree canopy
cover in the area. The air district understands that cutting down trees is a
very difficult and sensitive issue people are concerned about. Our Plan’s
Environmental Impact Report will address this issue.

Gordon Mann, Sacramento Tree Foundation

For the aspect of the control measure, it's just looking at reducing the
BVOC and the removal of trees actually helps that. But it doesn’t help the
other benefits that we get from trees that we are all concerned about. So
from this aspect the removal of trees doesn't affect the control measure,
but there are other affects that we would want to deal with.

Environmental Audit, Inc.

The impact of the Urban Forest Control Measure was evaluated in the
Notice of Preparation/Initial Study (NOP/IS) under Biological Resources
(see EIR, Appendix A, pages 2-10 and 2-11) and summarized in the EIR
on page 3-54. The NOP/IS evaluated the potential biological impacts of the
Urban Tree Forest Expansion measure. The NOP/IS concluded that the
measure would encourage additional tree planting. The trees were expected
to be planted in urban areas as part of landscaped vegetation and were not
expected to displace any native habitat. It was also expected that guidance
to implement this control measure would be developed that would also
consider that certain trees are protected species and should be preserved.
Since the preparation of the NOP/IS, the Urban Tree Forest control
measure has been modified. The measure is now aimed at replacing
existing trees that die off with lower VOC generating trees rather than
planting additional new lower VOC trees. Therefore, fewer low VOC
emission trees are expected to be planted under this control measure but
the conclusions of the NOP/IS remain the same, i.e., the biological impacts
of this control measure are expected to be less than significant.
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Comment #5:

Response:

Comment #6:

Response:

Comment #7:

Response:

Comment #8:

Response:

Regarding the IC engine NOx control measures, this is just to pull in
minor sources and will there be any changes for major sources? (Local
Control Measures)

Aleta Kennard, Sacramento Metropolitan AQMD

At this point in time, basically we are not looking at revising those limits
[for major sources] at least as far as this control measure. As we go
through the workshop process if anything is identified that could be further
evaluated, then we will evaluate that in the rule development. But right
now its mostly bringing in the minor sources or smaller sources.

It says on the diesel truck flyer that there’s a December 2008 board
hearing? Do you know when that is exactly? (State Control Measures,
proposed state regulations)

Laura Lawrence, California Air Resources Board
Yes, that is right. | think it is December 11-12. The Board dates are on our
Web site. If you can leave me your comments, | can get back to you.

How does gardening equipment fit into all of this? Leaf blowers and lawn
mowers? (State Control Measures)

Laura Lawrence, California Air Resources Board

Gardening equipment items that are smaller than 25 horsepower would
fall under a smaller engine rule. They are governed by an existing CARB
small off road engine regulation. No new CARB regulation changes are
proposed in this plan. EPA has just recently adopted a new standard. In
addition, there are district incentive component for lawn mower. | would
be happy to provide you with a contact and more information on it.

You had rules adopted this morning for fuel tanks for marine vessels. Is
that a part of the previous SIP and not this SIP? Is that why you're not
showing any additional reductions? (State Control Measures)

Laura Lawrence, California Air Resources Board

No, it's a part if this SIP but the reduction for the marine rules is very
small for the Sacramento area. Those reductions are bigger in the coastal
regions.
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Letter from Blain Stumpf, BST Service Inc. (September 4, 2008)

Comment #1:

Response:

If the Federal Regulations set in 1997 have been since reviewed?
Did California ever contested the standard?

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) released the
1997 8-Hour Ozone Standards on September 16, 1997. The 1997 standard
has gone through public reviews and comment processes that required by the
Federal Clean Air Act (CAA). The 1997 ozone standards were upheld by the
U.S. Supreme Court in Whitman vs. American Trucking Association.

The Federal CAA Section 109(d)(1) requires that the USEPA review the criteria
pollutant standards on a regular time interval. The USEPA Administrator will
consider the recommendation from the Clean Air Scientific Advisory Committee
(CASAC) and some other factors (technology availability and cost-
effectiveness evaluation) to determine the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). The CARB submitted comments during the development
of the new NAAQS on June 21, 2006. CARB had concerns regarding the role
of CASAC in the reviewing process of the NAAQS. The letter can be found
under http://www.epa.gov/ttn/naaqgs/carb.pdf. In March 2008, the USEPA
released a new standard which lowers the ozone standard from 0.08 ppm to
0.075 ppm. The 1997 standard and the implementation rules for that standard
will remain in place for implementation purposes as USEPA undertakes
rulemaking to address the transition from the 1997 ozone standard to the 2008
ozone standard.
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Letter from Scotty DuPriest, Otto Construction (September 4, 2008)

Comment #1:

Response:

My only comment is that at a time when the economy is not doing so well,
when budgets are lean, and costs are high, this new industry that is being
created by your organization on the backs of the Contractors is not a very well
thought out concept. We all know that the main polluter of our waterways is the
storm drains that are continuing to receive the run-off from people like you and
me and our homes and city streets. New construction only disturbs only
6/10ths of 1% of the entire states exposed soil areas and with the construction
downturn will be much less for 2009 and on. You essentially left the lion’'s
share of the contamination source alone and it will increase as long as people
continue to water lawns and wash and drive cars. The plan you are proposing
has no endgame or goals that are realistic or will show up in any significant
way scientifically as working to solve the problem. Apparently from what | read
and the backers of the plan (lawyers) who's only affect is a litigious feeding
frenzy for noncompliance and the complexity of the plan in general seems very
short sighted and difficult. You’ve all bought into this plan and your jobs will be
secure as long as there continues to be contractors who can remain afloat
during these tough economic times and are willing to shell out large sums of
money to test the clarity of construction activity water while the average home
owner will fertilize, water and wash all the driveways down without even a
thought of the pollution created by the masses.

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District and other
agencies prepared this plan do not have authority over water quality issues.
The Air District encourages you to contact California Water Resources Control
Board or U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to express your comments.
The objective of this Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment and
Reasonable Further Progress Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report is
to address the air quality issues in the Sacramento Area. High concentrations
of ground-level ozone are harmful to human health. It can aggravate
respiratory diseases, increase cardiovascular problems, cause premature
death, and cause damage to crops and natural vegetation. This plan includes
technologically and economically feasible control strategies to lower the
harmful air pollutants by the federal mandated attainment date.
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Letter from Mr. Ed Welch, Save the Air in Nevada County (September 25, 2008)

Comment #1.:

Response:

I would love to hear your opinion about whether it is good for Nevada County to
be outside the Attainment Area. | have read a report concerning the issue, but
it still seems questionable. In the report, it says that Nevada County will
essentially maintain stronger autonomy to be outside the area. If we were in
the area, our county would be subject to Sacramento AQMD oversight and
regulations, and our county would likely be subject to Federal sanctions placed
on the Sacramento area, loss of highway money, etc. | understand that, but
Western Nevada County is not in attainment either and will likely stay out of
attainment as long as the Sacramento area. So by being out of the attainment
area, we lose our voice in the Ozone Plan, we still are susceptible to Federal
sanctions, and we are not included in any number of programs within the
attainment area. What gives? NSAQMD has more autonomy, but they only
have three air pollution employees in Grass Valley and very tiny programs
anyway.

The boundaries for federal nonattainment areas are determined by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). Area designations for the 1997
federal 8-hour ozone standard were made in 2004 (69 FR 23858, April 30,
2004). The California Air Resources Board (CARB) first recommended
boundaries to EPA. Along with information and recommendations provided by
the State, EPA boundary guidance for 8-hour ozone nonattainment areas
suggests the consideration of various air quality related factors. These factors
include: emissions (sources, location, and control), air quality and monitoring
data, population density and urbanization, traffic and commuting patterns,
expected growth, meteorology, geography, and jurisdictional boundaries.
Additional information can be found on EPA’s designation Web site at:
http:/www.epa.gov/ozonedesignations/

During the development and review process for the Draft Ozone Plan, the
Northern Sierra AQMD and interested Nevada County residents were
contacted and encouraged to provide their input. Sacramento Metropolitan
AQMD staff participated in various public meetings in Nevada County
regarding air quality and the ozone planning process. Comments from Nevada
County are taken into consideration along with comments from the Sacramento
nonattainment region.

The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD)
does not have oversight authority over the other air districts in the Sacramento
Federal Nonattainment Area (SFNA). Oversight authority rests with ARB and
EPA.
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Letter from Mr. Ed Welch, Save the Air in Nevada County (October 9, 2008)

Comment #1: Does the photochemical modeling account for the increased temperatures that
are predicted for the region? If not, it is not factoring in increased ozone
production from higher temperatures, as well as potentially increased biogenic
VOCs from the higher temperatures.

Response: The impact of future climate change is not included in the photochemical
modeling assumptions. In the view of CARB modeling experts, the temperature
changes during the timeframe of this SIP will likely be small enough to have
very little impact on the model results. Effects of climate change would be
speculative in the short term, and impacts on the region’s ability to attain will be
tracked through the reasonable further progress (RFP) process.

Comment #2: The plan focuses on reductions to 84 ppb instead of the new 75 ppb standard.
By 2017, when Western Nevada County is expected to be in compliance, the
75 ppb standard will have been in existence for 9 years. Why is this plan not
accounting for reductions to the lower standard? (See p. 1-3 and 2-4)

Response: The Clean Air Act requires for the new 8-hour ozone NAAQS (73 FR 16503,
March 27, 2008) that EPA make final designations by March 2010. The
deadlines for submitting nonattainment area State Implementation Plans (SIPs)
will be 3 years after final designations (2013). This plan to attain the 1997 8-
hour ozone NAAQS will provide reductions essential to meet the 2008 NAAQS,
but additional controls may be needed. The current plan includes all
reasonably available control measures (RACM). The plan for the new 2008
ozone NAAQS will re-evaluate RACM based on technological advancements
between now and 2013.
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Comment #3:

Response:

Comment #4:

Response:

Attainment in Sacramento (and therefore Nevada County) is predicated on
attainment in the Bay Area and the San Joaquin Valley. (See p. 1-10 and 9-2)
Are their State Implementation Plans (SIPs) showing sufficient reductions for
Nevada County to achieve attainment by 20177

CARB modeling for the attainment demonstration for the Sacramento
nonattainment area used domain-wide emission reductions to characterize
future ozone reductions at peak ozone monitoring stations. Therefore, for our
area to attain, the reductions in forecasted emissions necessary and committed
to in Sacramento must also be achieved in the areas that significantly impact
the region. In other words, the attainment demonstration for the Sacramento
nonattainment area is predicated on the San Francisco Bay Area and the San
Joaquin Valley also achieving an equivalent additional percent reduction of
NOx emissions in their forecasted 2018 inventory.

The reductions could come from either state or upwind regions’ local
measures, but we understand that CARB has committed to address the
reduction requirement by implementing the new state measures statewide. The
CARB attainment demonstration for Sacramento has not quantified state
measure benefits in the Bay Area or the impact of Bay Area transport.
However, it is likely that the state measures will achieve the percent reductions
in the Bay Area and San Joaquin Valley similar to the percent reductions from
the 2018 emission inventory forecasts for the Sacramento region.

What is the 2007 VOC emissions data for on-road vehicles? The drop from
2002 to 2011 in Table 5-2 seems precipitous. (See p. 5-6) Where does it stand
now?

The VOC emissions for on-road vehicles in 2007 are estimated at about 47
tons per day for the Sacramento nonattainment area. The significant drop in
VOC emissions between 2002 and 2011 (64 to 38 tons per day in Table 5-2) is
mainly due to the fleet turnover of older on-road light duty gasoline motor
vehicles to cleaner newer vehicles assumed in the California Air Resources
Board EMFAC2007 on-road vehicle emissions model. Additional information on
the on-road vehicle emissions inventory can be found on the CARB website:

http://lwww.arb.ca.gov/msei/onroad/on-road.htm
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Comment #5:

Response:

Comment #6:

Response:

Recreational boats are the highest single source of VOCs in the nonattainment
area from 2011-2018 (See Table 5-2 on p. 5-6). What is being done in the plan
to address this emissions source?

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is responsible for controlling
emissions from recreational boats in the state. CARB has proposed a new
state measure for establishing lower emission standards for recreational boats.
(See Table 7-1 in Draft Ozone Plan.) They plan to adopt catalyst-based
exhaust standards for new outboard and personal water craft (jet ski) engines
and evaporative emission standards to address all sources of recreational boat
evaporative emissions. Implementation of the new exhaust standard is
expected to be phased in by 2013, and the evaporative standard by 2012.
CARB anticipates this measure could achieve VOC emission reductions of
about 3 tons per day for 2018 in the Sacramento nonattainment area.
Additional information on the recreational boats control measure can be found
on the CARB website:

http://www.arb.ca.gov /planning/sip/2007sip/2007sip.htm

On-road motor vehicle emission reductions are significant from 2002-2018, but
the population over that same time frame increases by about a million people.
(See table 5-9, p. 5-14) How is this possible?

Population and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) are forecasted to increase by
about one third from 2002-2018 for the Sacramento nonattainment area. The
forecasted decline in on-road motor vehicle emissions of about 60% during this
period is mainly due to the fleet turnover of higher polluting older cars and
trucks to cleaner newer vehicles assumed in the California Air Resources
Board EMFAC2007 on-road vehicle emissions model. Existing CARB control
strategies include requiring more stringent exhaust and evaporative emission
standards and incentive programs to accelerate the retirement of older
vehicles. Additional local control measures include incentive programs to
promote the use of vehicle technology improvements. These state and local
control strategies are expected to continue to be very effective in reducing
future on-road vehicle emissions, despite the growth in population and VMT.
Additional information on the on-road vehicle emissions inventory can be found
on the CARB website: http://www.arb.ca.gov/msei/onroad/on-road.htm
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Comment #7:

Response:

Comment #8:

Response:

Has the "modeled attainment test" (See p. 6-2) been conducted for the Grass
Valley monitor? The text reads that "...the State is responsible for other nearby
counties or areas outside the nonattainment area to address downwind
influence." If this test has not been conducted for Grass Valley, is the Air
Resources Board responsible for ensuring that testing is conducted?

The attainment demonstration for each region relies on photochemical
modeling of future ozone concentrations in a given year. The photochemical
modeling is done over the entire domain of the Central California Ozone Study,
which includes Nevada County. The California Air Resources Board (CARB)
has completed modeling to support a Sacramento Nonattainment Area
attainment demonstration for 2012 (for a 2013 attainment date under the
“serious” classification) and 2018 (for a 2019 attainment date under the
“severe-15" classification).

Nevada County was designated nonattainment by U.S. EPA under subpart one
of the Clean Air Act, which was later vacated by the courts. As a result of this
court decision, EPA must redesignate all former subpart one areas. At the time
of the redesignation, EPA will establish an attainment deadline for Nevada
County. If either a 2013 or a 2019 deadline is assigned, then appropriate
modeling has been completed for Nevada County’s attainment test. If another
year is assigned, new modeling may need to be completed. CARB is
responsible for conducting the modeling.

This is a rather unusual situation. Generally, EPA would designate all areas at
the same time, and local plan elements for all nonattainment areas in the state
would be developed more or less simultaneously.

What are the funding mechanisms for the Further Study Measures outlined in
Section 7.20 (p. 7-28)? The emissions reduction benefits from these measures,
particularly Urban Heat Island and Energy Efficiency, could be substantial.
Does the study of these measures have a dedicated funding source, and if so,
what level of funding is being provided?

Additional funding may not be needed to complete the Further Study Measures
outlined in Section 7.20. The Sacramento region is currently working with
several other districts that have also committed to similar Further Study
Measures to determine if our needs can be partially or fully met with studies
that are already planned and funded elsewhere. These Further Study
Measures may benefit from efforts undertaken by industries affected by the
greenhouse gas (GHG) strategies included in by the California Air Resources
Board’'s (CARB) AB32 Scoping Plan. This potential overlap may result in
additional partners seeking the same analytical answers.
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Comment #9:

Response:

On page 9-3, the document states that "Ultimately, CARB is responsible for
ensuring that Nevada County meets its federal attainment requirements."
Please explain that statement more fully. Does it mean that the Sacramento
Metropolitan AQMD has no legal or regulatory responsibility and/or authority for
Nevada County's ozone attainment?

Section 110(a) of the Clean Air Act requires each state to submit a State
Implementation Plan (SIP) that provides for attainment of the NAAQS in each
air quality control region (or portion thereof) within the state. Also, in the “Final
Rule to Implement the 8-Hour Ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standard —
Phase 2” (70 FR 71612, November 29, 2005), U.S. EPA indicated that the
Clean Air Act requires individual states to deal with intrastate transport. The
CARB has adopted specific responsibilities and requirements for upwind air
districts as part of state plan obligations.
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Letter from Greg Rowe, Sacramento County Airport System, (10/24/2008)

Bump-up and General Conformity

Comment #1.:

Response:

The new threshold increases the burden for the SCAS to limit emissions, while
developing projects to meet public transportation needs and demands. The
new threshold also lowers the level at which future emission increases would
have to be fully offset. ..., the SCAS is incorporating air quality improvements
into development plans and projects it manages. Although the estimates in the
Sacramento International Airport (SMF) Master Plan Final EIR indicate that
short-term potential growth will be below the lowered de minimis threshold, the
emission growth at all regional airports needs to be carefully considered, so
that near-term and long-term budget will accommodate required future growth.

The Air District appreciated that the SCAS took considerations of the bump-up
for ozone precursor pollutants when preparing the Sacramento International
Airport Master Plan Final EIR. The Air District staff will work closely with SCAS
staff to ensure future development and growth meets the general conformity
requirement and accommodates required future growth.
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Aircraft Emission Budget

Comment #2

Response:

It is unclear if and how the growth of aircraft operations within other counties in
the Area Basin was included. Thus, the SCAS remains concerned that growth
at airports in other counties might be inadvertently under-forecasted and that
future air services at Sacramento County airports, especially SMF may be
constrained.

Growth of aircraft operations for other airports in the Sacramento Federal
Nonattainment Area (SFNA) counties is based on California Air Resources
(CARB) growth profiles for aircrafts developed specifically for each county. The
growth profiles are based on California State University, Fullerton (CSUF)
scenario of flight operations, and were updated to California Emissions
Forecasting System (CEFS) on December 19, 1997. Thus, the aircraft
emission forecast is growing independently for each county based on its
aircraft activity growth profile.

The FAA Airport Data (5010) as of September 2008 shows that aircraft activity
at Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area (SFNA) is mostly general aviation
operation (98%). Sacramento County is the only county in SFNA has
commercial aircraft operations. Aircraft inventory and forecast will be updated
as better activity data and estimation method become available.

The table below shows the 2002 inventory for SNA aircraft operations.

2002 Aircraft Emissions, Ton/Day

Area ROG | %ROG NOX %NOX

Sac County 0.45| 81.82% | 1.6100 98.05%
Yolo 0.03 5.45% | 0.0185 1.13%
Solano(SV) 0.01 1.82% | 0.0096 0.58%
Placer(MC+SV) 0.02 3.64% | 0.0003 0.02%
South Sutter 0.03 5.45% | 0.0032 0.19%
El Dorado(MC) 0.01 1.82% | 0.0005 0.03%
Total SNA 0.55 | 100.00% | 1.6421 | 100.00%
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Ground Service Equipment (GSE) Emissions Budget

Comment #3:

Response:

Comment #4:

Response:

The SCAS concerned that the SIP emissions budgets shown in Table 12-1 for
regional GSE may be incomplete. These budgets are expected to decline in
the future, even as more GSE services will be required for additional future
aircraft operations. Review of the Off-Road Appendices to the Draft SIP shows
only 217 GSE items were included in the 2002 regional emission estimates.
The number of GSE items in the entire air basin is expected to increase to 326
by 2018. ..., all the GSE are shown to be located in Sacramento County, and
no GSE emissions are estimated out of Sacramento County. The current and
projected GSE emissions may be underestimated, because the equipment
needed to provide aircraft ground services at non-Sacramento County airports
has not been included. Small Airports such as Woodland and Yolo County do
deploy GSE for aircraft towing.

GSE emissions are determined through CARB’s OFFROAD model and are
calculated for the state and allocated to each county based on commercial
aircraft activities. Thus, the GSE for Sacramento/Sacramento Nonattainment
Area (SNA) is based on number of the commercial aircraft operations in
Sacramento/SNA relative to that of other areas in California. Since other SNA
districts do not have commercial aircraft operations, there is no GSE emissions
allocated to these districts. Though GSE is only allocated to Sacramento, it
should represent GSE for the nonattainment area.

Emission inventory is undergoing improvement continuously. As better data
and methodology become available, the inventory is updated. CARB
OFFROAD model accounts for the anticipated reductions from offroad
equipment regulations. Airport budget, like the transportation budget, reflects
anticipated future year emission reductions from adopted regulations. District
will work with CARB to improve the inventory.

Future Estimates for VOC and NOx emissions from GSE activities at all
airports in the entire Air Basin may not be sufficient unless aggressive
assumptions about equipment replacement and regulatory enforcement are
made. New regulations have been adopted by the CARB for off-road
equipment, including airport GSE. The requirement to rapidly phase-in low
emission off-road engines is an important goal of these regulations. The
airlines and their contractors own and operate a variety of specialized GSE to
service particular types of aircraft. Airport operators do not regulate or in any
way otherwise dictate the types of equipment to be used. The local air districts
and CARB will be responsible for enforcing the off-road regulations with the
individual tenants at each of the regional airports.

Comment noted.
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Closing

Comment #5:

Response:

Comment #6:

Response:

Comment #7:

Response:

The SCAS provided infrastructure to encourage the use of alternative fuels or
electricity by their tenants. However, the SCAS cannot dictate the types of
aircraft or other equipment that their tenants may choose to operate. The
decisions of the tenants are based upon financial considerations, which
become even more critically important during these difficult economic times.

We applaud the airport’s decision to provide infrastructure to encourage
airlines to use less-polluting energy sources.

Airport GSE projects may be funded by the Carl Moyer Program or the
Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) surcharge on registration fees. The
region has provided limited funding for alternative fuel infrastructure to those
fleets that have made a significant commitment to alternative fuel use within
their fleets and to the community. We encourage the SCAS and their tenants to
replace their existing compression ignition or spark ignited equipment with new
zero emission technologies, and work with the airlines to commit, via airline
contracts, to the use of zero emission GSE fleets operating at the SCAS
airports.

The SCAS wishes to clarify a statement in Section 12.5 of the Draft SIP, which
was repeated in the Draft EIR. The first paragraph in the Section 12.5 states as
follows: Sacramento County airports include: SMF, Mather, Executive,
McClellan, Franklin, Rancho Murieta, Sunset, Natomas, and Rio Linda.”
Readers could infer from this sentence that the SCAS operates a total of nine
airports, which is not the case. For clarity, the SCAS suggest the paragraph be
revised as follows.

The Sacramento County Airport System is comprised of four airports:
Sacramento International (SMF), Mather (MHR), Executive (SAC), and Franklin
(F32). In addition, the County Airport System manages the aviation activities at
McClellan Airport on behalf of another County agency. Four private airports
also operate in Sacramento County: Natomas, Rancho Murieta, Rio Linda, and
Sunset.

Thank you for your updated information for the airports description in the
Sacramento County. We will incorporate your suggested paragraph in both of
the Plan and the EIR.

Natomas Airport was closed in 2000, is no longer, and should not be included
in the SMAQMD inventory of county airports.

Comment noted. The Air District will update the text in the plan. However, it is
not possible for the SMAQMD to update the emissions inventory at this stage
of the plan. When SMAQMD staff prepared the airport emissions inventory, it
was based on the 1999 airport survey results and projected to 2002 emissions.
Information available at the time when SMAQMD prepared the inventory did
not indicate that the airport was closed in 2000. The NOx and VOC emissions
from the Natomas Airport are very small compared to the overall airport
emissions inventory. It should not have a significant impact on the general
conformity budget.
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Letter from Camile Kustin, Environmental Defense et al (October 20, 2008)

Comment #1: Achieve additional emissions reductions

The Plan estimates that both the construction and operational ISRs will each
contribute reductions of less than 0.1 tons per day of NOx and VOCs by 2018.
These reductions are modest and we believe that the ISR has the potential of
achieving greater reductions. As modeling technologies improve and the region
continues to grow, the ISR will prove itself to be a critical element of the ozone
plan. URBEMIS is the popular modeling tool for estimating development project
emissions, but it does not adequately reflect the costs and benefits of project
location within a specific region, which may result in an increased number of
vehicle trips and longer travel distances. As the AQMD looks to other models,
including the parameters listed above will more accurately represent the
environmental impacts of site selection and land use patterns that directly
affect air quality across the region. This will allow the air district to more
accurately predict the emissions impacts and reduction needs.

Response: In order to estimate potential reductions from the Construction ISR rule, Staff
used the California storm water permit database to estimate the number of
projects occurring in the area and URBEMIS to estimate the emissions
generated from these projects during construction. For the Operational ISR
rule, Staff used the percent reduction commitments made by the SIVUAPCD
and the SCAQMD in their ozone attainment plans, applied to the SMAQMD
inventory.

For operation emissions, SACOG is currently working on a new tool called
iPLACES, which addresses the issues identified by the commenter and
estimate region-wide emissions impacts from individual projects. When this tool
is in place, Staff expects to be able to quantify the impacts of a projects
location within a specific region.

Staff believes these emission benefit estimates are conservative and as the
modeling tools improve the actual emission reduction achieved may be larger
than our initial projections.
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Comment #2:

Response:

Comment #3:

Response:

Follow the San Joaquin Valley's ISR Framework

While we recognize that details of the rule will be addressed during the
rulemaking process, as AQMD staff begins to consider rule design, we
recommend they follow the general framework used in the San Joaquin Valley.
This will help provide uniformity throughout the state and ease implementation
and compliance. The San Joaquin Valley rule has also proven to be effective.

In just two years, ISR implementation in the San Joaquin Valley has reduced
and prevented more than 6000 tons of NOx and particulate matter emissions.
Developers who have embraced the rule have come up with innovative
compliance solutions: construction equipment retrofits, sitting close to public
transportation and existing job centers, signing contracts to maintain cleaner
vehicle fleets, and increasing building energy efficiency.

Specifically, we support a framework that quantifies emissions, before and after
mitigation measures have been included, sets emissions tonnage thresholds,
project size thresholds, and emission reduction requirements, and includes a
fee option to achieve offsite emissions reductions when onsite reduction
strategies are unavailable. We also recognize that a one-size-fits-all approach
may not work, and that specific requirements may have to be tailored to meet
certain needs throughout the Sacramento region. Even though some specifics
may need adjusting, the framework used in the San Joaquin Valley rule can be
similarly applied in Sacramento to allow projects to move forward while
improving air quality.

These control measures are modeled after our existing CEQA mitigation
program and rules in place in other districts, especially the San Joaquin Valley.
The proposed control measure commits to a framework that includes
guantification of emissions before and after mitigation measures are applied,
sets appropriate applicability limits and emission reduction requirements. The
emission reduction requirements are proposed to include a fee option to
achieve offsite reductions when onsite reductions are unavailable.

Design an ISR that is complementary to existing policies and leqislation

As the AQMD moves forward with ISR rule development, the District should
attempt to integrate its air quality regulations with evolving land use policies.
SACOG'’s regional Blueprint, California’s Global Warming Solutions Act (AB
32), and now the Sustainable Communities Act (SB 375) can work together to
encourage development that meets 21 Century demands.

Comment noted. The proposed control measure has been revised to
specifically call out the integration issues identified.
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Comment #4:

Response:

Evaluate the real costs of action versus inaction

Experience with the ISR in the San Joaquin Valley has indicated that additional
development costs of mitigation are minimal. A 2007 survey of 9 housing
developments estimated a per-unit cost increase of just $420. In return,
prospective homeowners and tenants get improved air quality and safer, more
walkable communities to live and work.

Many Sacramento area developers who build “smart” projects that also take
into account ways to reduce indirect source pollution, e.g. locating near transit,
jobs and services and in walkable communities are still selling houses and
commercial space. Developments located far outside the urban core, and that
produce a heavier burden in indirect source pollution, face unprecedented
foreclosures and even bankruptcy.

Commented noted. The potential cost estimates only include costs of
complying with the ISR rules using information available at this time. Cost
associated with not implementing an ISR rule is not available. We will be
revising the cost effectiveness calculations when the rules are developed for
adoption by the governing boards.
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Letter from Samuel F. Longmire, Northern Sierra Air Quality Management District (October 24,

Comment #1:

Response:

2008)

While the Plan does say that reductions in the SFNA will benefit WNC’s
(Western Nevada County) efforts to reach attainment, there is no discussion of
the fact that WNC’s 8-hour ozone values are not following the downward trend
observed in the SFNA. The NSAQMD recommends that the Plan include a
discussion of this apparent anomaly. Rapid growth in the northeastern part of
the SFNA (particularly in Placer County) has been implicated in public forums
as a factor. Placer is the fastest-growing county in the State (according to
Department of Finance data), experiencing a population growth rate between
April 1, 2000 and January 1, 2006 of 27.4% (compared to 8.8% for Nevada
County). The City of Lincoln grew by 200% during the same period and has
many residents who commute to Sacramento to work. There is a large swath of
land north of 1-80 and west of Auburn with no ozone monitor, so there is no
data for tracking ozone development and transport to WNC through this rapidly
growing area.

The Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Plan is a federal plan
prepared to comply with the federal Clean Air Act requirements to submit a
State Implementation Plan. California’s full SIP includes the state strategy for
attainment, local element plans specific to each nonattainment area, and other
documents. Because the Sacramento plan is specific to the Sacramento
attainment area, it discusses ozone trends for the Sacramento Region, and not
for other regions. Upon formal designation and assignment of an attainment
date by U.S. EPA, Nevada County will begin preparation of its own attainment
plan. A discussion of ozone trends in Nevada County will be an important
component of this plan.

Under the California Clean Air Act, upwind areas affecting air quality in
downwind regions are responsible for incorporating specific mitigating
requirements in their state plans. As the Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone
Attainment Plan is a federal plan, this discussion is not required. Each district
in the Sacramento Nonattainment Area intends to update their state plans
during 2009.
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Comment #2:

Response:

The NSAQMD recommends consideration of the following reasonably available
measures, or similar measures, relating to ERC redemption. This would involve
discussion with EPA and with CARB, and presumably include considerations
relating to California’s “All Feasible Measures” requirement. It may be possible
to fold one or more of the following recommendations into the ERC rule that is
under development. The primary focus should be on NOX credits, since
modeling indicates that ozone concentrations in the SFNA and, especially, in
downwind rural areas including WNC, are more responsive to NOx reductions
than VOC reductions.

1) Commit all or some of the ERCs to non-summer activities (such as
controlled burning for fire safety or agricultural purposes) or restrict their
actual use by purchasers during ozone season via operating permit
conditions.

2) Stipulate that ERCs cannot be redeemed until transport-impacted areas
reach attainment (except for the possible exception of necessary power
generation projects).

3) Buy up the ERCs from the credit holders (using mitigation funds or
other funding sources) and retire them permanently.

4) Designate the ERCs (or a portion thereof) for use in the downwind
mountain counties rather than inside the SFNA, in accordance with the
offset ratio requirements of the Clean Air Act.

As an explanation of the logic behind the last recommendation above, the
mountain county nonattainment areas are facing an unusual situation in which
they are likely to become Serious or Severe nonattainment areas within a year
(with major source thresholds of 50 and 25 tons respectively), but they have
minimal opportunities for generating ERCs to offset the establishment or
modification of major sources under NSR. Thus, downwind rural areas are
suffering in more than one way from ozone generated in the SFNA — not just
from the high ozone itself but also from regulatory constraints that apply simply
due to the presence of the transported ozone. The Clean Air Act's ERC
requirements indirectly limit economic development in transport-impacted rural
areas by limiting the potential for industrial growth and power generation. The
point of including offset requirements in the Clean Air Act was to place
emission constraints on an area that fails to attain the NAAQS in order to force
the area toward attainment. However, since the 8-hour average captures
transport-impacted areas more than the 1-hour standard did but the Clean Air
Act has not changed, the development constraints end up affecting rural areas
that have never even had the opportunity to develop a large emissions base
from which ERCs could flow. Earmarking the ERCs for use in the transport-
impacted mountain counties would both assist the SFNA in their precursor
reduction efforts (thereby reducing ozone concentrations and assisting with
future Reasonable Further Progress demonstrations) and increase economic
opportunities in areas that are affected by SFNA'’s transported ozone.

The federal Clean Air Act requires the use of offsets at specified facilities
during the required preconstruction permit programs in nonattainment areas,
and as such, the Act anticipates the need for offsets in nonattainment areas.
EPA requires in order to show compliance with Section 173(a)(1)(A) of the
federal Clean Air Act that the pre-2002 emission reduction credits be
incorporated in to the plan and that attainment with the federal ambient air
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Comment #2a:

Response:

guality standards for ozone be demonstrated by the applicable statutory date.
The pre-2002 emission reduction credits, including the rice burning credits,
have been included in the draft plan and attainment has been demonstrated by
2018.

Emission offsets are a necessary part of the preconstruction permitting
program and to the extent that the credits meet all the applicable federal, state
and local regulations need to be available for use by facilities going through the
new source review permitting in the nonattainment area.

Since the Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area is a separate
nonattainment area and some portion are separate air basin under state
regulations from the Western Nevada County Federal Nonattainment Area and
Mountain Counties Air Basin, there are state and federal regulations that apply
to the use of emissions reduction credits created in one area for use by a
facility in the other area. If a source in Nevada County needed NOx emission
offsets and all the requirements in the federal Clean Air Act Part 173(c)(1),
40CFR51 Appendix S, and California Health and Safety Code Section 40709.6
are met, then a Nevada County source could negotiate to buy credits. Because
Nevada County does not have a state ozone classification it is not clear that
state requirements could be satisfied for Sacramento Valley portions of the
Sacramento Federal Nonattainment Area.

The NSAQMD is concerned that generating ERCs from reductions in rice field
burning could have the unwanted effect of moving precursor emissions from
the fall and spring rice-burning seasons into the peak of the ozone season
(July and August). If ERCs from reductions in the burning of rice fields are used
by a source that operates throughout the summer, then the net result is an
increase in ozone precursor emissions during the time of year when it is most
crucial to reduce emissions.

ERC'’s generated in the winter months could not be used during peak ozone
season under the current ERC program. When ERCs are banked, they are
issued only in the calendar quarters in which the emissions originally occurred.
Consequently, because rice burning has predominantly occurred in the 1* and
4™ calendar quarters, the majority of ERCs will be issued for these quarters as
well. While there will be some rice credits issued for the 2™ and 3™ quarters,
the credits will be directly proportional to the amount of rice which was
historically burned in those quarters. Any ERC's issued for the 1% and 4"
calendar quarters, however, cannot be shifted to the 2" or 3" calendar
quarters.

Because most rice ERC’s were generated during winter months and cannot be
used during the ozone season, either modifying the manner in which these
ERC'’s are used or prohibiting their use would have little effect on ozone levels
in the mountain counties.
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Comment #3:

Response:

Modeling Episodes

It is not clear why the longer August 8-17, 2002 episode was not chosen for
Sacramento’s attainment demonstration. It seems that using a larger data set
would be the conservative approach, leading to more reliable modeling, and
that a more recent year would have an emission profile more similar to current
conditions — two factors that favor its use over the use of the shorter 1999
period (when the wind carried more of the ozone farther south). On August 13,
15 and 17 of 2002, WNC had higher 8-hour ozone concentrations than any
other area in the mountain counties or the SFNA.

Recommendation 3: Episode Selection Discussion

The NSAQMD recommends that the main body of the Plan include more
details on the episode selection criteria (perhaps in Section 6.6), on the
episodes dismissed from consideration, and on the process used to determine
that the episodes chosen are characteristic of the actual ozone transport
situation. At least a qualitative summary of the other episodes that were under
consideration and how they differ from the ones selected would be useful in
assisting the public in evaluating the appropriateness of the episode selection.
The NSAQMD further recommends that the Plan include a clear,
mathematically and scientifically sound discussion of what would be expected if
the 2002 episode were chosen for the SFNA's attainment demonstration
modeling, and an explanation of why the 1999 episode is a superior choice.

The evaluation of the episode days selected for air quality modeling included
many local, state and federal governmental agencies, consultants, and
stakeholder interest groups that participated in the Central California Ozone
Study (CCOS) and other air quality technical committees formed in support of
ozone SIP developments for Central California. A large body of work was
produced by these study groups toward the goal of determining representative
candidate episode periods for use in 8-hour ozone SIP modeling for the region.
From this collective body of work, the following four episodes were identified as
having the greatest potential for accurate SIP modeling in the region:

July 7-13, 1999 (captured with routine state and local measurements)
July 29-August 2, 2000 (CCOS-studied episode)

September 17-21, 2000 (CCOS-studied episode)

August 8-17, 2002 (captured with routine state and local
measurements)

Due to time constraints and based on model performance issues expressed by
study efforts for the two later episodes, the first two episodes (July 7-13, 1999
and July 29-August 2, 2000) were determined to be the most adequate for the
initial round of 8-hour ozone SIP attainment planning. Brief summaries of the
two episodes selected for SIP modeling are contained in the Plan’s Appendix B
— Photochemical Modeling, along with a list of available California Air
Resources Board (CARB) modeling reference documents for the Sacramento
SIP modeling.

With regard to the two potential episodes that were dropped from
consideration, CCOS sponsored a project that was focused on developing the
third episode (September 17-21, 2000) while the Sacramento Metropolitan Air
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Quality Management District sponsored a project to develop the fourth episode
(August 8-17, 2002). As indicated above, achieving adequate model
performance for both of these periods was problematic.

The August 8-17, 2002 episode was pursued by the Sacramento Air District
under independent contract with the Desert Research Institute (DRI). DRI was
not able to achieve adequate model performance with the episode, rendering it
unusable for SIP attainment demonstration modeling. With regard to Nevada
County, the modeling of the August 2002 episode failed to reproduce the
observed range in 8-hour ozone concentrations at Grass Valley.

The August 2002 episode was found not to be representative due to the large
number of wildfires within the domain and an especially large wildfire in
southern Oregon. The smoke and presumably ozone precursors flowed along
the coast and some of the smoke plume penetrated into central California near
the San Francisco Bay Area. Undoubtedly, emissions from the wildfire
influenced ozone levels at many monitors, meaning that these days were not
reflective of typical summertime high-ozone days, when precursor emissions
are dominated by anthropogenic emissions.

More details and discussion of episode selection will be added to the Plan’s
Appendix B — Photochemical Modeling. Additional references pertaining to the
evaluation of potential ozone modeling episodes will also be included.
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Attachment b

Public Comments Received after deadline
Note: No new issues raised. No responses prepared.
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November 5, 2008

Steven Lau

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
777 12t Street

3rd Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Support for including Control Measures I1S-1 (Construction Mitigation Rule)
| and 1S-2 (Operational Indirect Source Rule) in the 8-Hour Ozone Attainment
' Plan

Dear Mr. Lau:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Air District’s Regional 8-Hour Ozone
Attainment Plan proposed control measures 1S-1: Construction Mitigation Rule and 15-2:
Operational Indirect Source Rule (collectively, ISR). An Indirect Source Rule is an innovative and
effective way to control air pollution, while simultaneously helping to build vibrant, mobile, livable,
and healthy communities. Specifically, we would like to share how our experience as developers
leads us to support the inclusion of an ISR in the Sacramento AQMD’s Ozone Attainment Plan.

Our development projects within the urban core reflect the demands of the 2[st Century: where
travel times are reduced, vehicle miles travelled are minimized, communities are walkable, and
residents live and work in a healthy environment. Qur projects continue to interest and attract
many potential buyers. We believe developers can play a role in helping improve air quality even as
we provide needed housing and commercial development. An indirect source rule supports projects
like ours.

The experience of developers in San Joaquin Valley has proven that significant pollution reduction
can be achieved through an ISR with negligible project delays and minimal cost impacts. The San
Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control District adopted an advanced ISR in December 2005 that
incorporates modeling, emissions accounting, and options for compliance. The San Joaquin Valley
rule provides a solid framework for the Sacramento Air District to follow.

The Indirect Source Rule is an integral component of the region’s clean air plan and will be critical to
improving the air quality in the Sacramento region. It has been proven to work, will maintain

significant air pollution reductions over time, and will not place an undue burden on the
development community.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

Steve Schwéige
Project Manager

1931 H St
Sacramento CA 95814
Office  916.930.9400
Fax 916.930.9404
wvww L] Urban.com
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Cretober 27, 2008

Steven Lan

Sacramento Metropalitan Air Chuality Ianagement District
777 12" Street

5™ Floor

Sacramento, CA 35214

Re: Support for including Control Measures IS-1 (Constraction Mitigation Rule) and I5-2
{Operational Indirect Source Rule} in the 8-Hour Gzone Attainment Plan

Dear Ivlr. Lau:

Thank you for the opportunity ta comenent on the Air District’s Kegional 8-Hour Ozone
Attainment Plan proposed control measures 15-1: Construction Mitigation Rule and T5-2:
Operational Indirect Source Kule (coll ectively, ISR). An Indirect Source Rule is an innovative
and effective way to control air pollution, while sioultanecusly helping to build vibrant, mobile,
livable, and heal thy camem nities. Specifically, we would like to share how our experience as
developers leads us to support the inclusion of an ISR in the Sacramento AQIMIYs Ozone
Artarnement Plan,

Chur development projects within the urban core reflect the demands of the 21% Century: where
travel ticnes are recuced, vehicle miles travelled are minimized, comomu nities are wallable, and
residents live and work in a healthy environment. Cur projects continue toinferest and attract
many potential buyers. We believe developers can play a role in helping improve sir quality even
as we provide needed housing and comenercal development, An indirect source mle supports
projects like ours,

The experience of developers in San Joaquin Valley has proven that significant pollution
teduction can be achieved through an ISR with negligible project delays and minimal cost
impacts. The San Joagquin Valley Air Pollution Control District adopted an advanced ISE in
Decernber 2005 that incorparates mmodeling, emissions accounting, and options for compliance.
The San Joagquin Velley rule provides a solid framework for the Sacramento Air District o
follow.

The Indirect Source Rule is anintegral component of the region’s clean air plan and will be
critical to inpraving the air quality in the Sacramento region. It has been proven to work, will
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maintain significant air pollution reductions over time, and will not place an undue burden on
the development community.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

David Mogavero
Principal
Mogavero Notestine Associates



