Comment 1 for Commentson regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: John

Last Name: Costa

Email Address: Johnc@northstatebia.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Emission Reduction Targets
Comment:

See attachnent.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/1-nshia_ltr.arb_targets.7-14-10.pdf
Origina File Name: NSBIA Ltr.ARB Targets.7-14-10.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-14 13:49:40

No Duplicates.



Comment 2 for Commentson regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Schonbrunn

Email Address: david@Schonbrunn.org
Affiliation: TRANSDEF

Subject: Comments on Target Setting
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/2-arb_target_setting.pdf
Original File Name: ARB target setting.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-15 02:00:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 3 for Commentson regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Patrick

Last Name: Cameron

Email Address: mrpat4u@cox.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Healthier Transportation
Comment:

Dear Chairman Ni chol s,

I amwiting to thank you for your |eadership on climte change
policy and to encourage the California Air Resources Board to
support public health by establishing the nost anbitious regiona
greenhouse gas reduction targets possible under SB375.

Establ i shing strong targets will clearly signal the need for a
departure from busi ness as usual spraw and support nore
sust ai nabl e conmuniti es throughout California where residents have
heal t hi er, physically active wal ki ng, biking or transit
alternatives to driving

Improving California s |land use and transportation pl anning
processes to reduce our dependency on driving offers a w de range
of benefits to our comunities. Along with addressing our ongoing
air pollution-related public health crisis and cutting our
contributions to clinmate change, pronoting opportunities for daily
physical activity will reduce the burdens faced by our children
the elderly and others living with chronic illnesses |ike asthng,
obesity, diabetes and depression.

Pl ease continue to support public health by establishing strong
regi onal greenhouse gas targets.
Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-16 15:06:19

27 Duplicates.



Comment 4 for Commentson regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Walt

Last Name: Seifert

Email Address. saba@sacbike.org

Affiliation: Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates

Subject: Need for more ambitious SB 375 targets
Comment:

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targetsws/4-sb 375 target_ comments to arb.doc
Origina File Name: SB 375 target comments to ARB.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-16 14:50:06

No Duplicates.



Comment 5 for Commentson regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Don

Last Name: Wood

Email Address; dwood8@cox.net
Affiliation: Pacific Energy Policy Center

Subject: Setting and enforcing regional emission reduction targets
Comment:

Pl ease see attached comments that will be submitted at the July 21
targets setting public input neeting in San Di ego. Please share
these witten coments with your board nmenbers and include themin
the formal record of CARB's AB 375 inplenentation proceedi ng.
Thank you,

Don Wbod, Senior Policy Advisor

Paci fic Energy Policy Center

619-463-9035
dwood8@ox. net

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/7-72110 carb_meeting_comments.doc
Original File Name: 72110 CARB meeting comments.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-16 15:48:51

No Duplicates.



Comment 6 for Commentson regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Stephen

Last Name: Hansen

Email Address: hansens2@pachell.net
Affiliation:

Subject: Thank you
Comment:

Keep up the good work!!

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-17 00:22:18

No Duplicates.



Comment 7 for Commentson regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Gerald

Last Name: Cauthen

Email Address; Cautnl@aol.com
Affiliation:

Subject: MTC - Need for amore assertive program
Comment:

Dear M. ol dstene,

I have been involved as a professional engineer and consultant,
and as a transit advocate, in Bay Area transportation issues since
1970. The attached letter to Ms. Nichols reflects inpressions
devel oped over this period.

Ceral d Caut hen

former Manager of Muni Transit | nprovenment Program

former Parsons Brinckerhoff Senior Engineering Manager and
Transportation Vice President

former Manager of Transit Systens, Korve Engi neering

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/30-Itr_to_carb_july 0910.docx
Original File Name: Ltr to CARB July 0910.docx
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-19 07:48:36

No Duplicates.



Comment 8 for Commentson regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: City of
Last Name: Lakewood
Email Address: pbeltran@lakewoodcity.org

Affiliation:

Subject: Comments on Proposed Targets

Comment:

The City of Lakewood agrees with the comments nmade by the Gateway
Counci| of Governments regardi ng the proposed targets. In
particul ar:

* There is still great uncertainty as we approach this target

setting process for the first tine.

* Pl ease continue to allow target flexibility to the regions.

* Pl ease consider retaining the target as a range rather than a
hard nunber.

* Al t hough undertaken voluntarily, the SCS effort comes at a tine
when | ocal governments have extrenely limted funds for

i mpl enent ati on.

* Please find ways to offer resources to | ocal governnents to
support the process.

* Pl ease support the restoration for transit and redevel opnent, as
these funds are essential to the successful inplenentation of SB
375 and to achieving real reductions in GHG em ssions.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-19 15:17:02

No Duplicates.



Comment 9 for Commentson regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws) -
1st Workshop.

First Name: Duncan

Last Name: McFetridge

Email Address; sofar@nethere.com
Affiliation: SOFAR and CNFF

Subject: Comments on SB 375 for CARB Workshop in San Diego
Comment:

Dear Chairman Ni chol s,

Save Qur Forest and Ranchl ands (SOFAR) and the O evel and Nationa
Forest Foundation (CNFF), two organi zations dedicated to
progressive [and use planning and the protection of vital natura
resources in San Diego County, subnit this letter with regards to
target setting for SB 375.

For the | ast several years, we have diligently participated in the
San Di ego Associ ation of Governments’ (SANDAG transportation

pl anni ng processes in an effort to create sustainable regiona
transportation and | and use for the San Di ego regi on. SANDAG s
previous regional transportation plan, (the 2030 RTP), was a
failure on many | evels. SOFAR, along with the Attorney Ceneral of
California, criticized SANDAG for that Plan’s continued enphasis on
fundi ng hi ghway capacity at the expense of transit service. Not
surprisingly, the environnmental inpact report (EIR) for the 2030
RTP determined that, if inplemented, the Plan woul d have

signi ficant unavoi dable and unnmitigable inpacts in al nbst every
envi ronnent al category:

“Signi ficant unavoi dabl e and unmtigabl e i npacts would occur to

| and use, visual resources, energy, and biological resources and
there woul d be cunul atively significant inpacts to | and use, visua
resources, air quality, noise, energy, global clinmate change,

geol ogy/ pal eont ol ogy, water resources, and bi ol ogi cal resources,
cul tural resources, hazards and hazardous materials.” Source:
SANDAG St at enent of Overridi ng Considerations for the 2030 RTP

In 2007, we were party to a settlenent agreement with SANDAG
regardi ng the 2030 RTP. This Agreenent requires that SANDAG
prepare and include in the 2050 RTP environmental inmpact report an
Urban Area Transit Strategy. The purpose of the Urban Area
Transit Study is to assess opportunities for making transit

ti me-conmpetitive with the autonpbile, eval uate parking managenent
strategies that pronote transit usage, develop transit node share
goals, and to identify funding strategies for capital and
operations for new services.

SANDAG is currently in the process of devel opi ng the 2050 RTP
Notwi t hstandi ng the requirenent to seriously study the Urban Area
Transit Strategy and to include a Sustainable Conmunities Strategy
(SCS) in conpliance with SB 375, SANDAG appears intent on
continuing its business as usual approach to accommpdati ng and
encouragi ng the private autonobile. SANDAG is not planning for



substantial change with the 2050 RTP; instead, the SANDAG Board of
Directors recently voted to use full build-out of the 2030 RTP as a
starting point for the new plan. As a result, according to

pl anni ng experts, in the near future SANDAG wi | | be spending
approxi mately 278% nore noney on road expansion than on transit
expansi on. I ndeed, under the 2030 RTP, SANDAG proposed 20-40% nore
roadway and freeway expansion than that expected to be built in Los
Angel es, San Franci sco and Sacr anent o.

In a time when nearly every urbani zed regi on appears to be
pronoting and planning transit-oriented devel opnent, SANDAG s

anti quat ed approach to transportation planning is extraordinarily
alarming. At the sane tine, SANDAG should be the |eader inasmuch
as it is the first Metropolitan Planning Organization (“MPO') to
devel op a Sustai nable Comunities Plan pursuant to SB 375. Yet
SANDAG i s | eading us down an entirely unsustainable path while its
prelimnary nodeling paints a deceptively rosy picture. SANDAG s
prelimnary nodeling data shows that the region could achieve
relatively high GHG reduction targets when conpared to California's
other large MPOs. Yet sonething is very wong with this picture:
how woul d the 2050 RTP result in substantially reduced GHG

eni ssions when it uses the highway-oriented 2030 RTP as its
foundation? It seens the answer is that SANDAG i s nmanagi ng freeway
capacity to achi eve emni ssions reductions instead of making any
substantial changes to the transportati on system such as
prioritizing and funding major transit initiatives such as the
Urban Area Transit Strategy. The tragedy | oom ng over this process
is that SANDAG will potentially get a free pass on a docunented
unsust ai nabl e transportation plan, while using em ssions reductions
to clai msustainability.

In San Diego, the problemw th focusing on GHG em ssi on reductions
is that that we are treating a synptom of unsustainability, rather
t han addressi ng the cause. The environmental analysis of the 2030
RTP suggests that the fundanental cause of climte change and nany
other regional issues is the region’s transportation system

In sum we are extrenely concerned that the San Diego region wll
not nake the substantial changes to our transportation
infrastructure — prioritizing transit and deenphasi zi ng freeway and
roadway projects — that are necessary to actually neet the
chal | enges of SB 375 and inprove the region’s quality of life.

Unl ess agenci es such as CARB apply pressure to MPOs to adhere to
the spirit and intent of SB375, the 2050 RTP will not result in a
sust ai nabl e region.

For further information, please refer to our website:
www. t ransi t sandi ego. org

In addition, you may view coment |letters that we have subnitted

to SANDAG and an opi nion piece that was published in San D ego on

this subject here:

http://ww. transitsandi ego. org/transitsandi ego/ pdf / SOFAR Letter 5. 27.10. pdf
http://ww. transitsandi ego. org/transitsandi ego/ pdf / SOFARCNFF_7. 16. 10_Fi nal . pdf
htt p: //ww. si gnonsandi ego. com news/ 2010/ j ul / 16/ 1 ong-termtransportati on-pl an-
deepl y- m sgui ded/

Thank you for considering these inportant matters.



Si ncerely,

Duncan McFetridge, Executive Director
Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-20 15:37:44

No Duplicates.



Comment 10 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Gil

Last Name: Hurtado

Email Address: gcisneros@gatewaycog.org
Affiliation: Gateway Cities Council of Governments

Subject: Gateway Cities COG Comments on SB 375 Target Setting
Comment:

n/ a

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/35-
july 20 2010 carb_re sb 375 target setting.pdf

Original File Name: July 20, 2010 CARB Re SB 375 Target Setting.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-20 17:11:15

No Duplicates.



Comment 11 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: David

Last Name: Schonbrunn

Email Address: david@Schonbrunn.org
Affiliation: TRANSDEF

Subject: See RTAC Comment List for our other comments
Comment:

See the bottom of the RTAC Comment List for our other comrents,
whi ch pertain to the false premise in MIC s scenari os that
infrastructure doesn't help reduce GHGs. MIC is attenpting to
preenpt a critical debate on what projects should be in the RTP
and | ower expectations on what can be acconplished in eni ssions
reducti ons.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-20 22:43:46

No Duplicates.



Comment 12 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Autumn

Last Name: Bernstein

Email Address: info@climateplan.org
Affiliation: ClimatePlan

Subject: Social Equity and SB 375 Implementation
Comment:

Pl ease find the attached letter fromdinmatePl an and 50 partner
organi zations regardi ng social equity in SB 375 inplenentation.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/37-carb_social_equity _letter_final.pdf
Original File Name: CARB Social Equity Letter FINAL.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-21 09:58:52

No Duplicates.



Comment 13 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Charles

Last Name: Ashley

Email Address: wattsvalleypreservation@gmail.com
Affiliation: Tehipite Chapter of the Sierra Club

Subject: SB 375 Regional Targets
Comment:

Pl ease find attached ny conments on the SB 375 Regi onal Targets.
Thank you,

Charles M Ashl ey

Tehipite Chapter of the Sierra Cub

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/39-
comments _to_the carb_on sb 375 targets.doc

Original File Name: Comments to the CARB on SB 375 Targets.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-22 07:52:27

No Duplicates.



Comment 14 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Debbie

Last Name: Cox Bultan

Email Address: debbie@coastalhousing.org
Affiliation: Coastal Housing Coalition

Subject: SB375 Target for SBCAG
Comment:

The Coastal Housing Coalition (CHC) recently co-signed a letter
with a nunber of Santa Barbara based organi zations (dated June 23,
2010) expressing (1) our collective concern over the Santa Barbara
County Association of Governnent’s (SBCAG initial calculations of
possi bl e strategi es and potential em ssions reductions as required
by SB375, and (2) our collective hope that the California Ar
Resources Board woul d set an appropriate “anbitious yet achi evable”
greenhouse gas reduction target for Santa Barbara County.

On behalf of CHC s Board of Directors, | wanted to el aborate
briefly on the Coastal Housing Coalition s specific concerns.
According to the National Association of Home Buil ders, Santa
Barbara County is the fifth | east affordable small metropolitan
area housing market in the nation. The Coastal Housing Coalition
is a non-profit organization that represents thousands of workers
(and the organi zati ons who enploy them) on the South Coast of Santa
Bar bara County who, because of the high cost of housing in our
area, struggle to find adequate, affordable housing for thensel ves
and their famlies. Even with the recent w despread decline in
hone prices, the vast majority of South Coast workers can’'t afford
the medi an priced hone; at the end of 2009, a fanmily naking the
nmedi an i nconme could afford a hone priced at $430, 000, yet the
nmedi an honme price on the South Coast was nearly $700, 000. The
consequence is that now fully one third of our l|ocal workforce —
30, 000 people - comutes an average of 90 miles daily.

The j obs- housi ng i nbal ance i npacts our community’s econony,
environnent and civic life. In a recent study by the Santa Barbara
County Workforce Investnent Board (Sept 2009), over 65% of county
enpl oyers listed issues related to housing, in ternms of both
retaining and recruiting enpl oyees, as their top workforce

chall enge. In our nost recent survey of |ocal enployees, 44% of
comuters said that they had to forgo serving on a non-profit board
or committee and 40% said they weren't able to participate in their
children's activities. And we know that the grow ng nunber of
conmuters i s increasing our community’ s carbon footprint.

The | ack of adequate and affordabl e housing for our area’s

wor kforce is a regional problemthat denmands a regional solution
it can’t be solved by each jurisdiction working i ndependently when
so many county residents work and live in different comunities.
We hope that CARB will help provide a framework for SBCAG to
address these critical issues on a regional basis by issuing an
appropriate target, and allow our comrunities to cone together and
plan for our County's future.



Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-22 13:56:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 15 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Matt

Last Name: Vespa

Email Address: mvespa@biologicaldiversity.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Center for Biological Diversity Comments on SB 375 Draft Targets
Comment:

Comrent s attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/41-
cbd comments sb 375 draft_regiona _targets 7 23 10.pdf

Origina File Name: CBD Comments SB 375 Draft Regional Targets 7 23 10.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-23 10:19:26

No Duplicates.



Comment 16 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Michagl

Last Name: Bullock

Email Address: mike _bullock@earthlink.net
Affiliation:

Subject: BullockTargetEval uationsRecommendationsStrategies
Comment:

M ke Bul | ock

m ke _bul | ock@art hlink. net
1800 Bayberry Drive
Oceansi de, CA 92054

July 21, 2010

Ai r Resources Board

1001 | Street

P. O Box 2815

Sacramento, California 95814

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft GHG Reductions, Pursuant to Senate
Bill 375

Dear Air Resources Board Chair Mary Ni chols and Menmbers of the

Boar d:

1.0l ntroductory Comments

The tine for debate has | ong since passed. The clinate science is
clear; we need to achieve significant GHG reductions today if we
are to avert climate disaster in the future.

1.1 AB 32, SB 375, What Science Has Determined, and Current CHG
Level s

AB 32 requires California em ssions, fromall sources, to be at
1990 | evel s by 2020. The years after 2020 are covered by a
Governor’'s executive order. It calls for em ssions to be 80% bel ow
1990 | evel s, by 2050. These reductions, world wide, would linmt GHG
level s to 450 PPM

When AB 32 and the executive order were formulated, it was thought
that limting GHG l evel s to 450 PPM woul d provi de humanity adequate
safety from catastrophic clinmate destabilization. However, climte
science now tells us that any | evel above 350 PPMis dangerous.
Unfortunately, the current level is 390 PPM higher than it has
been in over a nmillion years.

SB 375 was written to give CARB authority over cars and |ight-duty
trucks, sonetines referred to as personal driving. This persona
driving is quantified as vehicle niles travel ed, or VMIs. Persona
driving is responsible 32% of GHGin California. In San D ego
County, it is responsible for 41% SB375 calls for CARB to give
each regional governnent in the state (Metropolitan Pl anning

Organi zation, or MPO) GHG reduction targets, for personal driving,
for the years 2020 and 2035. SB375 requires that CARB give each
MPO their targets by Septenber 30th of this year

SB375 also calls for an interim“bottons up” process to produce
CARB draft targets, at this tine. That is the prinary subject of
this public review process. CARB is to consider what the MPCs
nodel ed and submtted to CARB as “anbitious but achievable” targets
and then subnit draft targets to the MPGs.



1.2 Scopi ng Pl an Cbservations

AB 32 gives CARB the responsibility of allocating reductions to
the various sectors. In the “Scoping Plan”, adopted in Decenber
2008, on page 17, CARB specified only 5 mllion tons per year as
the reduction from “Regi onal Transportation-Rel ated GHG Targets” by
2020.

The Pl an added in a footnote, “This nunber represents an estinate
of what may be achieved fromlocal |and use changes. It is not the
SB 375 regional target. ARB will establish regional targets for
each MPO region follow ng the input of the Regional Targets

Advi sory Conmittee and a public consultation process with MPGs and
ot her stakehol ders per SB 375.

We note that the 5 nmillion tons identified in Table 2 is in
addition to the 31.7 mllion tons for Light-Duty Vehicle G eenhouse
Gas Standards, including the inplenment of Pavley | standards and
devel opi ng Pavley Il standards, plus 15 million tons for the Low
Car bon Fuel Standard.

1.3 Danger in “Bottom Up” Process of ldentifying Draft Targets

I n nodel i ng “achi evabl e” reductions, MPCs are free to ignore both
the AB 32 legal requirements for reductions and the additiona
reducti ons needed for public health and safety, in light of our
need to get GHG | evel s down to 350 PPM as soon as possible. Loca
politicians on MPO Boards may push for “path-of-I|east-resistance”
strategies, hoping to sell these strategies to CARB as “aggressive
but achi evabl e”. Since government’s primary responsibility, at al
levels, is public health and safety and since this responsibility
extends fromthe three branches of state government down to al
boards and agenci es (nmpbst of which are extensions of the executive
branch), it follows that the final GHG reductions nmust be based on
what the climate scientists have determined is safe. Such
reductions will significantly exceed those required by AB 32. It is
certainly CARB's responsibility to address this issue, even if it
is in some other proceeding. Ignoring this issue is denbnstrably
crimnally negligent, since it will lead to catastrophic clinmate
destabilization, resulting in a significant die off of the human
popul ati on.

1. 3Reducing GHG from Cars and Light-Duty Trucks

There are three things that will reduce GHG fromdriving. They are
“clean cars”, “clean fuels” and less driving. “Clean cars” includes
the benefits of nore efficient gasoline and diesel powered cars,
hybrids, and battery electric vehicles (BEVs). Since sone of our
cars will be BEVs, when CARB conputes the overall average CGHG per
mle of our state’'s fleet of cars, it must account for how nuch of
our electricity is generated fromfossil fuels. Mst of our
electricity will come fromfossil fuels for many years, perhaps
several decades. “Clean fuel” refers to fossil fuel formulated to
have nore hydrogen and | ess carbon, to result in |less GHG

em ssions. “Clean fuel”, referred to as Low Carbon Fuel Standards
(LCFS), is expected to provide a 10% em ssion reduction by 2020,
but no nore after that. This paper uses the LCFS factor of

ni ne-tenths for both 2020 and 2035, even though this may be
overestimating reductions in 2035 because the factor is

i nappropriate for BEVs and the number of BEVs coul d becomne

signi ficant by 2035.

For at |east the next decade and perhaps much | onger, |ess driving

will be needed to provide the largest reduction in GHG relative to
current 2010 | evels. However, relative to the SB 375 reference year
of 2005, the “clean car” reduction will provide the |argest

decrease in GHG for the target year of 2020.

These factors can be observed in Figure 1 of an analysis by S
W nkl eman, based on Cal Trans VMI forecast (red line), AB 1493
(“Pavl ey”, green line), and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard (LCFS,



purple line), conmpared with the AB 32 target of 1990 levels (light
blue Iine). This Figure has been placed into this docunent for
conveni ence. Note that the dark blue line, which conbines all three
factors, shows how the projected increase in VMl overwhel ns GHG
savings from cl eaner fuels and vehicles. Decreasing VMI is the

obj ective of SB 375.

2.0 Evaluation of CARB Draft Targets for 2020

The VMI reductions proposed by CARB for the MPGs, at this ting,

are shown in the Table 1.

It is inmportant to note the inplications of the Table 1 asterisked
footnote and the fact that this target is per capita. It means that
the cal cul ation of GHG reduction estimates fromthis nunber
requires the use of factors to account for population growth, the
Pavl ey reductions (“Pavley”), and LCFS reductions, as shown bel ow.

Note: to see this reports Tables and Figures, get the file
emailed to Earl Wthyconbe yesterday. There are tables and one
important figure. Or enmil ne with your request.

Tabl e 1 Four Largest MPGs
Draft G eenhouse Gas Reduction Targets for 2020
(Percent Reduction in Per Capita Emissions Relative to 2005)*

MPO Regi ons 2020 Draft Targets

Met ropol i tan Transportati on Comi ssion (MIC)

Sacramento Area Council of Governnents (SACOG

San Di ego Associ ation of Governments ( SANDAG)

Sout hern California Association of Governnents (SCAG

5 - 10%

* Percent reduction nunbers do not include em ssion reductions
expected from Pavl ey Greenhouse Gas Vehi cl e Standards and Low

Car bon Fuel Standard neasures.

2.1 Adequacy, Conpared to AB 32 Reductions

In order to estimate the 2020 outcone of the Table 1 reductions,
the cal cul ati on nust conpare the net effect of above per capita
reduction target, the increase in population, the Pavley reduction
and the Low Carbon Fuel Standard; with the 2005 |l evels. For the
calculation, the followi ng factors apply:

1. 0.95, for the per capita reduction in driving (using the |ower,
5% val ue, from Table 1);

2.1.196, for the 19.6% projected increase in population (based on
California Dept. of Finance official projections) ;

3. 0.825, for the 82.5% shown for 2020, on the green “Pavley”
line of Figure 1;

4. 0.90, for the reduction in | ow carbon fuel standard (LCFS), as
shown on the purple line of Figure 1

Mul tiplying these four factors together results in a factor of
(.95)*(1.196)*(.825)*(.90) = 0. 85.

This is a 15% reduction and so it barely passes the reduction that
would be in line with AB 32, which is around 13% as shown in the
1990 light-blue line on Figure 1, which is also the first yellow
“X" on Figure 1.

Simlarly, the 10%value results in factors of
(.9)*(.825)*(.90)*(1.196) = .81. This is a 19% reduction and so it
passes the reduction that would be in line with AB 32, which 13%
again, as shown in the 1990 light-blue line on Figure 1, which is
also the first yellow “X” on Figure 1.

2.2 Need for “Pavley” and LCFS to Meet AB 32 Reductions

What is needed is a conplete picture of what the various factors
are providing and whether or not both “Pavley” and the LCFS are
needed to get the reductions within the AB 32 |l evel. Therefore
Tabl es 2 through 7 have been conputed and appear here.



Table 2 Factors Used to Estinmate 2020 GHG Reduction from 2005,
Wth a 5% Driving Reduction, from 2005

Tabl e 3Results of Conbining Factors to Estimate 2020 CGHG
Reductions, Wth a 5% Driving Reduction from 2005

Tabl e 4 Percent Reductions from Conbining Factors to Estimate
2020
CGHG Reductions, Wth a 5% Driving Reduction from 2005

Tabl e 5Factors Used to Esti mate 2020 GHG Reducti on from 2005,
Wth a 10% Dri vi ng Reduction, from 2005

Tabl e 6 Results of Conbining Factors to Estimte 2020 CHG
Reductions, Wth a 10% Drivi ng Reduction from 2005

Tabl e 7 Percent Reductions from Conbining Factors to Estimate
2020
CGHG Reductions, Wth a 10% Drivi ng Reduction from 2005

It is therefore shown that both “Pavley” and the LCFS are needed
to neet the AB 32 standards by 2020. This is true for both the -5%
and the -10% reductions in VM.

2.3 Concl usi ons Regardi ng 2020 Reductions, AB 32, & Reductions for
Saf ety

For the 5% reduction, the foll owi ng conclusions can be drawn. Both
“Pavl ey” and the LCFS are needed to neet the AB 32 reduction
Assumi ng that both “Pavley” and the LCFS stay on track out to the
year of 2020; there is still only a 2.6% margin, with respect to
the AB 32 reductions. Since AB 32 is inadequate for the

i ndustrialized countries, when conpared to the worl d-w de

reducti ons needed to protect hunanity froma catastrophic clinmate
destabilization, the proposed reduction of 5% should probably be
vi ewed as noral ly indefensible.

For the 10% reduction, the follow ng concl usions can be drawn.
Both “Pavley” and the LCFS are still needed to neet the AB 32
reduction. Assum ng that both “Pavl ey” and the LCFS stay on track
out to the year of 2020; there is a 7.1%nnargin, with respect to
the AB 32 reduction. Since AB 32 is inadequate for the

i ndustrialized countries, when conpared to the worl d-w de

reducti ons needed to protect humanity froma catastrophic climte
destabilization, the proposed reduction of 10% mi ght still be
noral Iy i ndefensible.

3.0 Evaluation of CARB Draft Targets for 2035

Only the | argest value shown, -19% wll be considered, for
reasons that will beconme obvious, if it is not already obvious to
the reader. Table 14 shows the proposed targets for the four

| argest MPGs in California.

Tabl e 14 Four Largest MPGs
Pl acehol der Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets for 2035
(Percent Reduction in Per Capita Enissions Relative to 2005)*

MPO Regi ons 2035
Pl acehol der
Targets



Met ropol i tan Transportati on Comm ssion (MIC) 3-12%
Sacramento Area Council of CGovernnents (SACOG 13-17%

San Di ego Associ ation of Governments (SANDAG 5- 19%

Sout hern California Association of Governnents (SCAG 3-12%

* Percent reduction nunbers do not include em ssion reductions
expected from Pavl ey Greenhouse Gas Vehi cl e Standards and Low
Car bon Fuel Standard measures.

For 2035 it is necessary to extrapolate the Governor’s Executive
Order target, which is Figure 1's yellow line, out to year 2035. It
is 0.87 in 2020 and it is 0.64 in 2030. Therefore, in year 2035, it
will be

0.64 + [(.64 - .87)/(2030-2020)] * (2035-2030) = 0.525

Li kewi se, for 2035 it is necessary to extrapol ate “Pavl ey”, the
green line, out to year 2035. It is 0.82 in 2020 and it is 0.73 in
2030. Therefore, in year 2035 it will be

0.73 + [(.73 - .82)/(2030-2020)] * (2035-2030) = 0.685

For the calculation, the follow ng factors apply:

1. 0.81, for the per capita reduction in driving, using the 19%
reduction from Tabl e 14;

2. 1.402, for the 40.2% projected increase in popul ation (based on
California Dept. of Finance official projections) ;

3. 0.685, fromthe above-conputed extrapol ati on of the green

“Pavl ey” line of Figure 1;

4. 0.90, for the reduction in | owcarbon fuel standard (LCFS), as
shown on the purple line of Figure 1

Mul tiplying these four factors together results in a factor of
(.81)*(1.402)*(.685)*(.90) = 0.700.

This is a 30.0%reduction, which is not even close to the required
AB 32 reduction value of 47.5% fromthe above-conputed
extrapol ati on of the Governor’'s Executive Order target fraction of
. 525.

This is a significant failure and indicates that neither the MPGs
nor CARB are taking their climate crisis responsibilities
seriously. It should be noted that although there is a chance that
t he Pavl ey reduction slope could be increased by a “Pavley 2"
slope, it is also true that a poor econony and/or pure politica
“push back” could result in the current Pavley reduction slope
becom ng unobt ai nabl e soneti ne before 2035, such that the projected
Pavl ey reduction factor of .685 would not be obtained. The
forecasted “Pavl ey” reduction target depends on a certain | evel of
fleet turnover, which has recently sl owed down because of the
recession. Thus we may not be able to depend on “Pavl ey”.

Tabl es 15, 16, and 17 provide a conplete picture of what the
various factors are and how they fail to achieve the AB 32

reducti ons.

Tabl e 15Factors Used to Estimate 2035 GHG Reduction from 2005
Wth a 19% Dri vi ng Reduction, from 2005

Tabl e 16 Results of Combining Factors to Estimate 2035 GHG
Reductions, Wth a 19% Driving Reduction from 2005

Tabl e 17 Percent Reductions from Conbi ning Factors to Estimate
2035
CHG Reductions, Wth a 19% Dri vi ng Reduction from 2005

4. 0What 2035 Reduction WII Meet “AB 32" (Governor’'s Executive



Order) Reductions

The EXCEL spreadsheets that produced Tables 15, 16, and 17 were
copi ed onto anot her sheet and then the VMI Per Capita Reduction
val ue was increased by an integer amount until the net 2035 result
was within the AB 32 target value. The result was -40 percent. The
effect of the various factors is shown in Tables 18, 19, and 20.
Table 18 Factors Used to Estimate 2035 CGHG Reduction from 2005
Wth a 40% Driving Reduction, from 2005

5.0A Correct and Reasonabl e, Science-Driven “AB 32" Reduction
The Section 4 result of a 40% per-capita VM reduction, required
to neet the AB 32 target for year 2035, is a reasonable starting
point. Gven the uncertainty of the Pavley reduction by 2035 and
the fact that climate scientists have shown that we need | arge
reducti ons soon and need to be essentially off fossil fuels by
2050, a nore reasonable reduction value for 2035 is a 50%
reducti on.

Results fromthis assertion are shown in Tables 21, 22, and 23.

Tabl e 19 Results of Combining Factors to Estinmate 2035 GHG
Reductions, Wth a 40% Driving Reduction from 2005

Tabl e 20 Percent Reductions from Combi ning Factors to Estimate
2035
CGHG Reductions, Wth a 40% Drivi ng Reduction from 2005

Tabl e 21 Factors Used to Estimate 2035 GHG Reducti on from 2005,
Wth a 50% Driving Reduction, from 2005

Tabl e 22 Results of Conbining Factors to Estimate 2035 GHG
Reductions, Wth a 50% Driving Reduction from 2005

Tabl e 23 Percent Reductions from Conbi ning Factors to Estinmate
2035
CHG Reductions, Wth a 50% Driving Reduction from 2005

The percent margin below the AB 32 target is 9.3%(56.8-47.5).

This corresponds to being nearly off carbon fuels by 2050, which is
needed.

6.0SCS Strategies that Can Do the Job

The MPO cal cul ations and their inplied requests, for no nore than
a 10%reduction in per capita driving by 2020 and no nore than 19%
by 2035, indicates that the MPGs are not seriously considering the
root causes of the car-oriented California lifestyle that are
caused by w despread governnent policies. SANDAG has never all owed
such an in-depth process, let alone authorized it.

The exception is zoning to reduce sprawl . Increnmental inprovenents
in zoning, referred to as support for “smart growth”, are taking

pl ace. Over tinme and to the extent the econony supports grow h,
this will yield driving reductions. However, fundanental changes in
parki ng policy and road-use pricing, which are both related to the
i ssue of congestion and freeway expansion, are never discussed in
any depth. This oversight is reducing our chances of getting the
strategies that will bring down rates of driving on the scale that
is needed, for California to fully live up to its global warm ng
responsibility and in a way that is equitable to all.

6.1 Road Use Fee Pricing Systens

A San Diego County newspaper, the North County Times (NCT), in a



February 9, 2009 article, reported that the Chair of the California
Transportati on Conmi ssion (CTC) wote that the gas tax currently
contributes nothing to road construction and only provides half of
t he noney needed annually for repairs:

http://ww. nctines.confarticles/2009/02/09/ news/ col ummi st s/ downey/ z8591536f 3e7
332da882575510076f ale. t xt .

A Canadi an conpany, Skynmeter, is designing and installing a

vari abl e and conprehensi ve road-use fee pricing system in the

Net herl ands by 2014 and in Denmark by 2016. The charge per mle
will vary by such things as nodel of car, road, tine of day, and
congestion level. In 2005, the gas tax in the Netherlands was

equi val ent to $3.50 per gallon. However, with the advent of the new
system the Netherlands will elimnate the gas tax. Neverthel ess,
the Netherlands estimates that the GHG fromdriving will drop by
10% Note that such a systemcould easily charge a price of zero
cents per mle for a lowincone driver. Qur current system of a gas
tax has no such capability. Skymeter will programthe

navi gational -unit-1i ke box so that no travel information is stored,
to protect driver privacy.

On July 11th 2009, the California Nevada Regi onal Conservation
Conmittee (CNRCC) of the Sierra Club California passed a resol ution
supporting a “Conprehensive Road Use Fee Pricing Systeni. This
paper can be provi ded upon request.

The CNRCC resolution is supported by a 10-Page “Reference

Docurment” that outlines the principles and conditions of a road-use
fee pricing systemthat would conformto Sierra Club values. It has
an exanple of a road-use fee structure that supports the listed
principles. Useful background information is also provided.

On Novenber 14th, the Environnmental Caucus of the California
Denocratic Party (CDP) passed a 1-page resolution in support of a
“Conpr ehensi ve Road-Use Fee Pricing Systenf. This one-page

resol ution contains the foll ow ng words.

THEREFORE, BE | T RESOLVED, that the California Denocratic Party*
supports a state-funded study of a design of a road-use fee pricing
systemthat (1) would pay for all road-use costs including the
environnental and health costs caused by driving, (2) could stil
include a fuel tax or fee, (3) would nmitigate inpacts on | owincone
users and protect privacy, (4) would include congestion pricing
when that technol ogy becones feasible, (5) would keep the per-mle
price incentive to drive energy-efficient cars at | east as |large as
it is with today’'s fuel excise tax, and (6) could be acconpani ed by
tax reductions sized to achieve either net-revenue neutrality or
near-net-revenue neutrality.

*Not true because the resolution failed in the CDP Resol ution
Comittee

The Nevada Departnent of Transportation is taking comments on a
proposal for a VMI fee to replace their gas tax, as shown at
http://ww. vntfeenv. com .

The 2010 Platformof the California Denpcratic Party (at
http://ww. cadem or g/ atf/ cf/ % BBF9D7366- E5A7- 41C3- 8E3F-
E06FB835FCCEY DY Pl at f or m2010CDP_FI NAL_June. pdf),

inspired in part by the 1-page resolution identified above,
contains that follow ng bullet:

* Wrk for equitable and environnentally sound road and parking

use

Usi ng sal es taxes, property taxes, incone taxes, and other genera
taxes pay for services that nmake it artificially cheap to drive is
unjust to citizens that drive |l ess than average. There is no reason
why governnment shoul d adopt policies that increase driving and
econom cal ly di scrimnate agai nst those that tel econmute, walKk,

bi ke, car pool, or use transit; the unconstitutionality of the
current systemis plain to see.



Considering all of this information, CARB has a responsibility to
notify the Governor and our |egislative |leaders that our state has
good reasons to inplenment a conprehensive and vari abl e road-use fee
pricing system There is probably no reason to reinvent the wheel
The Skymeter system would work fine here in California. The Sierra
Club California analysis can be considered to ensure an

i npl enentation that is both equitable to all and environnmentally
sound.

6. 2 Unbundl i ng the Cost of Car Parking

For the vast nmjority of destinations in California, the cost of
car parking is hidden within other costs. This has serious
consequences. For exanple, at nobst places of enploynent, parking
costs reduce the wages that can be paid to all the enpl oyees, even
t hose that never use the parking. Simlarly, at nany apartnent
conpl exes, bundl ed parking costs increase the rent and this is
true, even for famlies that do not own a car. Bundl ed parking
costs routinely increase the costs of goods, such as groceries, for
all custoners. Again, this is even true for those that do not
drive. Since governments require businesses to provide mininum

| evel s of parking, they are involved in this economc

di scrimnation towards those that drive |ess.

Driving less is, to sone degree, a lifestyle choice. Since
government has no valid reason to encourage driving, the lifestyle
choice of less driving deserves constitutional, or at |east |egal
protection fromany practices that discrimnate against it,

econom cally. So far, this agency (CARB) has not taken an active
role in pushing vm and parking pricing.

On June 22nd (2010), | presented a paper on how parking could be
operated to unbundl e parking costs in a way that supports the
sharing of parking. This was at the 101st Conference and Exhibit of
the Air and Waste Managenent Association, in Calgary, Canada. The
sessi on, Sustainable Land Use and Transportation, included ny
paper, A Plan to Efficiently and Conveniently Unbundle Car Parking
Costs, which was well received.

My paper is therefore both peer reviewed and published. | would be
pl eased to present this paper to the staff of CARB, in the hopes
that CARB coul d bring about equitable and environnentally-sound
parking policies to California.

The foll owi ng points, taken fromthe paper, apply.

* Vehicle nmiles traveled (VMI) are a nmjor cause of global warn ng
and pol [ ution.

e California s Metropolitan Pl anning O ganizations (MPGCs) will
need to adopt strategies that reduce vehicle nmiles traveled (VM),
in order to nmeet SB375 GHG reduction targets, to be issued by the
California Air Resources Board in |late 2010, for years 2020 and
2035.

* The appropriate pricing of parking is one of the |east costly
tool s docunented to reduce VM.

* New t echnol ogi es, such as sensors feeding conputer-generat ed
billing, offer the potential to efficiently bill drivers for
parking and alert |aw enforcenment of trespassers.

» Reformed parking policies can increase fairness, so that, for
exanpl e, people who use transit or wal k do not have to pay higher
prices or suffer reduced wages, due to parking.

e« Met hods to unbundl e parking cost are inefficient unless they
support the spontaneous sharing of parking spaces. Shared parking
wi t h unbundl ed cost would ultinmately allow cities to require
significantly | ess parking.

e Typi cal systens of tined parking and netered parking are far
fromideal. Parking has no automated record keeping, so it is
difficult to know where there is too rmuch or too little.

e Good policies will eventually let cities turn parking mninmns



i nto parking maxi mumns.

Less land and resources devoted to parking will support m xed use
and nake “smart growth” nore economically viable. It should
therefore be a key ingredient supporting the MPOs stated desire to
foster “smart” growh, where “smart” shoul d be defined as "l ess
VMT™ .

Here is a copy of the abstract of the paper
The Introduction shows docunented driving reductions due to the
pricing of parking. It notes that although the benefits of priced
and shared parking are known, such parki ng has not been widely
i mpl enented, due to various concerns. It states that a solution
called “Intelligent Parking,” will overconme sone of these concerns,
because it is easy to use and naturally transparent. It asserts
that this description will support a “Request for Proposal” (RFP)
process. Eight background infornation itens are provided, including
how priced parking would help California achieve greenhouse gas
reduction targets. A story denpnstrates sonme of the key features of
Intelligent Parking. Argunents for |ess parking, shared parking,
and priced parking are nade. Barriers to progress are identified.
The fair pricing of parking is described. New ways to characterize
transportati on demand nanagenment are presented. Seven goals of
Intelligent Parking are listed. Eleven definitions and concepts,
that together define Intelligent Parking, are described. This
i ncludes a nmethod to conpute a baseline price of parking and howto
adjust that price instantaneously to keep the vacancy above 15%
(“Congestion Pricing”). An inplementation strategy is descri bed.
Thi s abstract aroused enough interest anong those responsible for
AWV’ s Sust ai nabl e Land Use and Parki ng session that they
requested that | submt a manuscript, which was ultimtely sel ected
to become part of the witten Conference Proceedings and for
presentation. | hope that it will simlarly arouse the interest in
the CARB Board and staff. CARB needs to consider working to execute
the inplenentation strategy described in A Plan to Efficiently and
Conveni ently Unbundl e Car Parking Costs. | would be honored to help
in any way possible.

6. 3 SANDAG Board’'s Failures Regarding Cinate Change

SANDAG s 2007 RTP, “RTP2030", called for increasing the nunber of
freeway | anes by 38% This would be in a region that already had
one of the highest VMI-per-capita netrics in the state. SANDAG al so
supported a sales tax neasure, “TRANSNET", that was advertised as
one that would spend two-thirds of its noney on roads and one-third
on transit. However, after it was passed, SANDAG defined all HOV
lanes to be “transit”, thereby significantly reducing the fraction
of noney spent on true transit.

Qut of a $57 billion dollar budget for RTP2030, SANDAG budget ed
about 1% for mitigation. This nmitigation is split evenly between
“smart growth” incentive noney and a Regional Bicycle Plan. They
have published a Smart Growth Incentive Plan, a Snart G owth Design
Quideline, as well as the Regional Bicycle Plan. SANDAG has an
excel l ent staff. However, the Board does not provide hel pfu
direction. One obvious direction needed was to adopt a metric of
reduci ng VMI to deci de what “smart growth” should get funding, what
“smart growt h” design guidelines should be adopted, and what
bi cycl e prograns should be funded. They were asked repeatedly to
put citizen comments, directed toward the early drafts of these
docunents, on line, to be viewed by all. Not doing this made it
easy for the staff to ignore significant public comment and to
instead follow the direction provided by the Board, which seened to
thi nk that bi ke noney should go nostly for trails and smart-growth
noney should go toward beautification projects in areas deened
suitable for snart growh. If less driving were used as a criteria
for spending nmoney, then funding the League of Anerican Bicyclist’'s



class on howto ride a bike in traffic and the devel opnent of

equi tabl e and environmental | y sound parking policy (good enough to
be politically acceptable), would have been a | arge part of the
spendi ng. I nstead, bicycle education and car-parking policies were
mar gi nal i zed to the point of being essentially unfunded.
6.4Putting a Stop to Freeway Expansion

One of the nobst powerful strategies to reduce GHG would be to stop
expandi ng freeways. Instead of costing noney, it would generate
noney. It is well understood that the nmetric of freeway-lane niles
per square nile of developed | and increases an area’ s average
car-trip length and thereby increases VMIs. SANDAG is ignhoring this
fact and this is probably one of the prinmary reasons that its 2035
GHG Reduction Target is unacceptably snmall. Wen the SANDAG
TRANSNET tax was passed, few voters understood that we were
threatened with a climte catastrophe and that our responsibility
was to drive significantly | ess. Gven our current understanding,
SANDAG has a responsibility to go back to voters with a ball ot
neasure that reconfigures TRANSNET to be 100% for transit,

bi cycl es, and pedestri ans.

The current freeway-w deni ng project being considered is to w den
-5 from8 to either 12 or 14 lanes, fromLa Jolla to Canp

Pendl eton, at a cost of over $4 billion dollars. The DEIR was
released in early July. Caltrans is holding public nmeetings, where
no menber of the public is allowed to speak publicly. It sent
postcard notifications to those living along the route. However,

i nstead of honestly notifying the recipients of the radical

| and- consum ng nature of the proposal, these postcards only refer
to a “managed | ane project”. Who would be worried about sone plan
to manage | anes? Nowhere on the postcard is there any information
suggesting a wider freeway, a taking of |and, a reducing of
property-tax rolls, an increase in noise, an increase in driving,
an increase in air pollution, an increase in GHG or even that there
is any kind of construction project being proposed.

7.0 Concl usi ons

Targets will have to be nore stringent than AB 32 targets if we
are going to fulfill our world | eadership responsibility, as
required, to give the world a chance at avoiding clinate
destabilization. The 2020 Target of -10% (per-capita from VMI) can
only result in an SB-375 AB 32 reduction if both “Pavley” and the
LCFS factors are used. The 2035 reduction target of -19% woul d have
to instead be 40%to just nmeet the AB 32 reductions, and this is
assum ng the Pavl ey reductions continue on the “Pavley 1"
trajectory all the way to 2035. This assunption about “Pavley” my
be overly optimistic. The science-supported 2035 reduction is 50%

The best, largely overlooked strategies to reduce VMI are a

conpr ehensi ve and variabl e road use fee pricing system as is being
installed by Skymeter; unbundling the cost of car parking; and
putting a stop to all freeway expansions. | would like to discuss
further a state-wi de strategy to unbundl e the cost of car parking.
Sincerely yours,

M ke Bul | ock

m ke_bul | ock@art hli nk. net
760- 754- 8025

1800 Bayberry Drive
Cceansi de, CA 92054

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/42-bull ocktocarb3.doc
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Comment 17 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Bob

Last Name: Keenan

Email Address: biabob@hbatk.com
Affiliation:

Subject: SB 375 target ws comment letter
Comment:

t hank you

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/43-ca_metro_forecast_july2010.zip
Origina File Name: CA_Metro_Forecast_July2010.zip
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-26 14:56:11
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Comment 18 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Gerald

Last Name: Cauthen

Email Address; Cautnl@aol.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Meeting State GHG Emission Reduction Targets - CARB's Role
Comment:

Dear M. Ito,

First, I want to commend you for running a first rate public
neeting in Cakland | ast week. Your willingness to give people an
opportunity to express thenselves, and to listen attentively, was a
refreshi ng change fromwhat Bay Area residents usually encounter in
such neetings.

Foll owing are a few thoughts in addition to those recently
forwarded to Ms. Nichols (letter attached).

As | noted in the letter and in testinony, people will not reduce
their driving unless a viable non-autonotive alternative is in
place. Wiile this seenms obvious, it is a factor that is often

negl ected, particularly by those focused only on serving | owincone
and mnority people. Wen too many cars clog Bay Area streets and
hi ghways everyone..includi ng the transit-dependent...| oses.

After four decades of rhetoric about returning to a nore bal anced
Bay Area transportation system our public transit systens remain
poorly connected and otherw se deficient. Gven the Region's

di smal transportation history, it is clear that the situation wll
not "self-correct". Significant outside pressure from CARB and the
State of California will be required to bring about needed
transportati on changes in the Geater Bay Area.

Foll owing are a few of the gaps and inefficiencies that are
evident in the Region's existing network of bus and rail I|ines.
Wth determ nation and comm tnent, these deficiencies could be
elimnated in a tinely manner

. San Francisco’'s Muni Metro systemis currently operating
at far bel ow capacity, thereby deterring thousands of woul d-be



riders a day because of excessive crowdi ng during rush hours,

VWhen conpleted the Caltrain extension to San Francisco's
new Transbay Terminal will quickly render that facility the npst
i mportant nexus of transit systems west of New York City. Yet the
Caltrain extension is habitually subordinated to a
politically-inspired, virtually useless short bit of subway
extended a third of the way into Chi nat own.

To conpl ete the connection between the buses and trains
accessing the new Transbay Term nal and the Market Street subways,
under ground noving ranps linking the new terninal to the nezzani ne
| evel of the Enbarcadero BART Station are planned. However the
i mportance of this vital pedestrian |ink continues to go largely
unrecogni zed, and the underground connecti on consequently
I angui shes for a |ack of funds,

. Anot her way of giving San Franci sco-bound commuters from
San Mateo County an alternative to driving would be to route
SanTrans buses al ong Market Street instead of along M ssion

A BART/ Amtrak transfer station in West OCakl and woul d
dranat|cally i mprove the rail connection between points along the
| -80 Corridor, downtown Cakland and downtown San Francisco. By
attracting |-80 users away fromthe freeway and onto a nore
efficient rail system this connecting station would ease pressures
on San Pabl o Avenue, an inportant transit street, which gets
i nundated with I-80 overflow traffic every time the freeway gets
stacked up,

. Passenger rail service extended across a new Dunbarton
Rai| Bridge would provide a nmuch needed and | ong-del ayed second Bay
rail crossing,

. For al nost 40 years there has been talk of creating a
regi onal bus service to take people where the trains doesn't go.
The Region is still waiting for this service,

Large enpl oyers | ocated in spread out enpl oynent
“canpuses” shoul d sponsor free shuttle bus service to and from
nearby transit nodes. There has been progress in this area; nore
i s needed,

Buses and light rail vehicles crowmded with patrons should
operate on transit-only lanes, at |east during the norning comute
peri od,

: Transit working rules nust be formulated in a manner
designed to foster consistently reliable transit service,

An independent operational and narketing analysis of the
AC Transit systemwould bring about a major increase in AC Transit
ridership,

The above are typical of the type of change that is badly needed
inthe Bay Area. |If public transit were rendered sufficiently
reliable and appealing, it would cause notorists to | eave their
cars at hone, at |east some of the tinme.

Si ncerely yours,



Ceral d Caut hen, PE

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/44-Itr_to _carb_july 0910.doc
Original File Name: Ltr to CARB July 0910.doc
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Comment 19 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Michagl

Last Name: Chiacos

Email Address: mchiacos@cecmail.org
Affiliation:

Subject: CEC more detailed comments on SBCAG’s analysis
Comment:

Hel | o Doug and Terry,

We really enjoyed the SB 375 workshop in Ventura today, thank you
so much for giving the community an opportunity to engage in the
process.

|"ve attached CEC s nore detail ed coments on SBCAG s anal ysi s
here (sorry, our PDF maker is having a problemso they are in two
files...) As you can see, there are many areas where SBCAG s

anal ysis had serious flaws. W hope that ARB will take these
concerns into mnd when issuing a final recommendati on on SBCAG s
target.

Pl ease confirmyou received this and | et ne know any thoughts you
may have on our comments.

Si ncerely,

M chael

M chael Chi acos

Energy Program Transportation Speciali st
Communi ty Environnmental Council

Santa Barbara, CA

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/45-cec_comments.zip
Original File Name: CEC Comments.zip

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-27 07:41:23
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Comment 20 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Harvey

Last Name: Eder

Email Address: harveyederpspc@yahoo.com
Affiliation: Public Solar Power Coalition

Subject: A PATH TO SUSTAINABLE ENERGY BY 2030 PSPC
Comment:

CARB AB375 Staff & Board,

The sun is the engine of our ecosystem |t makes the wind
bl ow, the water flow, and the plants grow, or it can be used
directly. It's the way the world works.

Attached is the cover article from Scientific American Nov.
2009 A Path To Sustai nabl e Energy by 2030, which includes reference
to a study converting California to solar renewabl es by 2020 by 2
Ca. Profs, Mark Jacobson, Stanford, and Mark Del ucci, U C Davis.
This information is now officially part of the record, and SB375
MPO and Cities and Countys in California as well as SEP, and | EPR
shoul d i nclude i medi ate total solar conversion plans. RES has been
del ayed for 2 nonths because the Governor wote that |egislation
may be passed and signed into | aw by Sept 23,2010 to work toward
sol ar conver si on.

Thank you, Solarly

Harvey Eder Ex. Dir. PSPC
Publ i c Sol ar Power Coalition
(310) 3932589

1218 12th St. #25

Santa Mnica, Ca. 90401

har veyeder pspc@ahoo. com

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/46-
a path_to sustainable energy by 2030.docx

Original File Name: A PATH TO SUSTAINABLE ENERGY BY 2030.docx
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-27 10:47:53

No Duplicates.



Comment 21 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Steve

Last Name: Raney

Email Address: cities21@cities21.org
Affiliation: Cities21

Subject: SB375 Target Setting
Comment:

1. MIC/ ABAG are overly-pessimstic about the efficacy of aggressive
pricing, contradicting nore optimnistic Mving Cooler results.

2. The basel i ne carbon reduction forecast for AB 1493 (Pavley) and
Low Carbon Fuel s assumes that things will go smoothly, an
unrealistic assunption. This forecast should be reduced to reflect
nore skepticism

3. It is unfortunate that MIC/ ABAG chose politically inprobable
aggressive pricing strategies, rather than politically viable,
negative-cost alternatives that provide sinmilar VM reduction. A
policy conparison table is provided.

4. TDMis nore of an essential response to aggressive pricing,
rather than being a separate generator of reduced VM.

5. If 2035 AB32 targets will not be met (60% of 1990), develop a
"meet the 2035 AB32 target" scenario.

Pl ease see attached PDF for details

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/47-cities21_sb375 comment_revb.pdf
Original File Name: Cities21_SB375 _comment_RevB.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-27 16:09:42

No Duplicates.



Comment 22 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Michael

Last Name: Bullock

Email Address: mike _bullock@earthlink.net
Affiliation: TransportationChairSanDiegoSierraClub

Subject: Sierra Club California's Support For Improved Parking Policies
Comment:

For decades, the Sierra Cub has favored elinination of subsidies
for parking, as shown in
http://sierracl ub. org/ policy/conservation/trans. aspx

On July 24, 2010 Sierra Club California passed the follow ng
resol ution regardi ng parking:

More Equitable and Eco-Friendly Car Parking Policy

Proposed Resolution for CNRCC July 24, 2010, Prepared June 16,
2010 by Energy-Climate Conmittee

Contact: M ke Bullock, CNRCC Energy-Climate Conmittee:
760- 754- 8025, m ke_bul | ock@art hlink. net.

RESOLUTION: Sierra Club California supports equitable changes in
parking policies to reduce vehicle mles traveled (VMI) and
greenhouse gas em ssions. Sone nethods include elininating or
reduci ng m ni num parking requirenents (in off-street parking

ordi nances and any | and use actions), unbundling car parking costs,
operating shared parking, and congestion pricing. Policies nust
protect the privacy of drivers, consider disabled and | ow i ncone
drivers, and protect the public's right to access public |Iands and,
within the coastal zone, visitor serving facilities.

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-27 17:49:09

No Duplicates.



Comment 23 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Michael

Last Name: Bullock

Email Address: mike _bullock@earthlink.net
Affiliation: TransportationChairSanDiegoSierraClub

Subject: ComprehensiveRoadUseFeesToReduceV M TsWhileStillEncouragingEfficientVehicles
Comment:

CARB needs to work for a nore equitable approach to road use

fundi ng. By giving people nore choice over how they spend their own
noney for transportation, they will choose to drive I ess. The Chair
of the California Transportation Conmi ssion has witten that gas
taxes now pay al nost nothing towards new construction costs and
only cover about half of road naintenence costs. Pavliey 1 and 2 are
mandating that every year less noney will go into our gas tax
accounts per mile driven. These facts nean that our state mnust
reconsi der road use pricing. This is crucial if we are to have any
chance agai nst global warnming. If we love our grandchildren, it is
time to be brave and tell the truth. The follow ng facts should
hel p you see your way toward constructive action

1.) On July 11, 2009, Sierra Club California passed the follow ng
resol ution:

The California Nevada Regi onal Conservation Conmittee of the
Sierra Club hereby augnents its current support for increasing the
state gas excise tax by supporting a conprehensive road-use fee
pricing systemincluding environnental and health costs. The
pricing system which could still include a gas tax, must nmitigate
i mpacts on | owincone users and protect personal privacy.

2.) On Novenber 14th, 2009, the Environnental Caucus of the
California Denocratic Party passed a resolution that contained the
fol |l owi ng words

THEREFORE, BE I T RESOLVED, that the California Denocratic Party
supports a state-funded study of a design of a road-use fee pricing
systemthat (1) would pay for all road-use costs including the

envi ronnental and health costs caused by driving, (2) could stil
include a fuel tax or fee, (3) would nmitigate inpacts on | owincone
users and protect privacy, (4) would include congestion pricing
when that technol ogy becones feasible, (5) would keep the per-mle
price incentive to drive energy-efficient cars at |east as |large as
it iswith today's fuel excise tax, and (6) could be acconpani ed by
tax reductions sized to achieve either net-revenue neutrality or
near - net-revenue neutrality.

3.)Skynmeter, a Canadi an conpany is designing and installing a

vari abl e and conprehensi ve road use fee, to replace the gas tax, in
t he Net herlands by 2014 and Denmark by 2016. This is estimated to
decrease GHG by 10% in the Netherlands, even though the gas tax
that will be dropped is equivalent to $3.50 per gallon. Skyneter
woul d be glad to install such a systemin California and coul d get



this done well before 2020.

4.) It should be noted that in all these cases, it will cost a |ot
nore per mle to drive a Hurmer than it will to drive a Prius.

5.) For nore detail on what a conprehensive road-use fee pricing
systemwould | ook like, |I have attached the so called "Reference
Docurent" that was considered an exanple and was in fact referenced
in the background naterial of the July 11th, 2009 " Conprehensive

Road- Use Fee Pricing Systenl that was passed by Sierra Cub
California and is showmn in Item 1 above.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/49-resol uti onreferencedocument.doc
Original File Name: ResolutionReferenceDocument.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-27 18:05:34

No Duplicates.



Comment 24 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Georgette

Last Name: Gomez

Email Address: GeorgetteG@environmental health.org
Affiliation: Environmental Health Coalition

Subject: San Diego GHG Targets and Implementation Plan
Comment:

Attach you will find Environmental Health Coalition response to a
strong targets for GHG reducti ons under SB 375.

Thank you,

Ceorgette Gonez

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/51-
carb_ghg_targets for sb 375 signed copy.pdf

Original File Name: CARB GHG Targets for SB 375 signed copy.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-29 13:38:54

No Duplicates.



Comment 25 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Lee

Last Name: Moldaver

Email Address: audubon@rain.org
Affiliation:

Subject: Thank U 4 SB 375 Ventura workshop
Comment:

Dear Terry,

Thanks again for hol ding the public workshop in Ventura | ast
Fri day.

Those of us from Santa Barbara County public agenci es and ngos
f ound
it valuable and informative.

Pl ease DO consi der requesting our MPO (Santa Barbara County
Associ ati on

of CGovernnents) to take on sone kind of responsibility and role
ri ght now,

not at the next juncture.

We have a fine staff, but they work for a short-terner m ndset CAG
boar d.

Wthout a nudge, the latter will direct the forner to do the
mnimal in

cost or effort to qualify for SB 375, and nothing nore.

We can, and should, try to do nore. Everyone shoul d.

Thanks again for running a snooth, welconing workshop

Lee Mol daver, ALE
Sant a Bar bara

Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-29 13:46:27

No Duplicates.



Comment 26 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Matt

Last Name: Mogensen

Email Address: matt.mogensen@fountainvalley.org
Affiliation: City of Fountain Valley

Subject: City of Fountain Valley SB 375 Targets Comment L etter
Comment:

Pl ease find the attached comment letter from Mayor Larry Crandall.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/53-
fountain_valley sb 375 greenhouse gas target comment_letter 7.29.10.pdf

Origina File Name: Fountain Valley SB 375 Greenhouse Gas Target Comment L etter
7.29.10.pdf

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-29 19:29:40

No Duplicates.



Comment 27 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Keith

Last Name: Wagner

Email Address; execdirector@ecosacramento.net
Affiliation: Environmental Council of Sacramento

Subject: ECOS Comments on Proposed SB 375 Regional Targets (text and PDF format)
Comment:

The Environnental Council of Sacranmento (“ECOS’) appreciates the
work done by the California Air Resources Board (“CARB") to date to
i mpl ement SB 375. However, it has recently becone clear to us that
the currently proposed “regional targets” for vehicle niles
traveled (“VMI") rel ated greenhouse gas (“GHG') reductions may be
too low, and, therefore, may be insufficient to actually inplenent
the Legislature' s intent in enacting SB 375, which was to decrease
VMT-rel ated GHG eni ssions goi ng forward.

Specifically, ECOS is concerned that the currently proposed “per
capita” em ssions reduction targets have not adequately been
explicated or explained in the context of anticipated popul ation
growmh in the state. ECOS recognizes that SB 375 specifically
allows the targets adopted by CARB to be specified on a “per
capita” basis. However, that should not be interpreted to
under m ne the fundanental purpose of SB 375, which is to reduce
(not nerely attenuate increases in) VMI-rel ated GHG eni ssions goi ng
f orwar d.

The targets that are currently under consideration propose a 5-10%
reduction in per capita VMI em ssions by 2020, with 2005 as a base
year. However, California s population is expected to grow by
considerably nore than 5-10% over that sane tine period.
Accordingly, it appears that all of the recommended targets (when
factored with expected population growh) will actually result in
nore VMI-rel ated GHG eni ssions, albeit less than in the

Busi ness- As- Usual scenario. Accordingly, ECOS requests that CARB at
| east devel op, disclose and put on the table for consideration
alternative targets that would keep pace with projected popul ation
growth to achieve actual, overall reductions in VMI-rel ated GHG

em ssi ons.

ECCS recogni zes and agrees that reducing VMI-rel ated GHG emi ssi ons
t hrough smart | and use planning is necessary for the success of the
A obal Warm ng Sol utions Act of 2006 (AB 32). Inplenentation of SB
375 is a critical conponent in achieving AB 32's |lofty goal s.
However, to do so, SB 375 targets nust be set that support and
enhance, rather than erode and conprom se, the state’'s achi evenents
in other vehicle-related GHG reduction efforts (i.e., changes in
fuels and fleet). Wth regard to this point, SB 375 has often been
referred to as one “leg” of a “three-legged stool.” ECCS would
observe that a three |l egged stool with two | egs that reach the
ground (CGHG reductions related to fuels and fleet), and a third
that does not (SB 375 targets that increase VMI-rel ated GHG

em ssions), is hardly a stable platformfor achieving AB 32's



pur poses.

ECOS' concern is further underscored by the fact that, in enacting
SB 375, the Legislature made a policy “trade off,” all ow ng
exenptions under the California Environmental Quality Act (" CEQA")
for specified project that are consistent with an adopted
“Sust ai nabl e Community Strategy” (“SCS’) neeting CARB s adopted SB
375 targets. The irony of the currently proposed per capita
targets is that the state’s Metropolitan Pl anning Organizations
(“MPGs”) will be authorized to adopt SCSs that will actually

i ncrease VMI-rel ated GHG eni ssions, yet specified projects under

the SCS will be granted relief or exenption from CEQA provisions
for environnental protection, public disclosure or inforned
deci si on-nmaking. Allowi ng projects under an SCS that will increase

VMT-rel ated GHG enmissions to avoid CEQA' s environnmental review and
mtigation requirements woul d appear to undermi ne both the
Legislature’s intent in enacting SB 375 as well as broader

envi ronnental protection efforts in the State

ECOS is al so very concerned that the RTAC and CARB have proposed
to adopt targets requiring no VMI-rel ated GHG emi ssion reductions
at all for several of the smaller MPO's in the state. Put sinply:
if these MPO s are going to be allowed to conduct business as usua
and do nothing to contribute toward SB 375 s goal of reducing
VMT-rel ated GHG eni ssions, why should they be granted CEQA

exenpti ons under SB 3757?

ECOS is simlarly concerned about the extrenmely | ow targets that
have been proposed for certain regions of the state, such as the
San Joaquin Valley. The result of such lax targets may well be the
exact opposite of CARB s intent: providing unintended incentives to
shift and intensify regional growth pressures and increase urban
sprawl in an area of the state that can |east afford the air
quality inpacts, while concurrently providing CEQA stream ining and
exenptions to the projects that will cause those sane, adverse air
qual ity inpacts.

ECOS does recogni ze that the proposed draft targets incorporate
perceived fiscal, infrastructure and other constraints. ECOS urges
CARB not to neasure the “feasibility” of its SB 375 targets based
on the ability of every MPOin the state to adopt an SCS, however,
because that is not what the Legislature intended. SB 375, by also
expressly providing for the adoption of Alternative Pl anning
Strategies (“APS"), denobnstrates the Legislature’ s understandi ng
that, to achieve real VMI-rel ated GHG reductions, the targets may
have to be set too high for SCS's to be adopted by the MPGs. By
defining “feasible” to nmean that the targets nust be set | ow enough
for all MPGs to adopt an SCS, CARB would be ignoring the statute’'s
provi sions for the adoption of APS s, where an MPO finds itself
unable to formulate an SCS that woul d achi eve actual VMI-rel ated
GHG em ssi ons reducti ons.

Absol ut e em ssions reductions nmust be at |east considered and
addressed in the final SB 375 targets release, to fulfill the SB
375 charge of achieving VMI-rel ated GHG em ssi ons reducti ons.
Moreover, SB 375 s |and use em ssions reductions strategies are
long-term requiring that the targets be revisited and updated
every four years — potentially allowing future targets to achi eve
what CARB deci des near-termtargets cannot. Accordingly, ECCS
requests that the public rel ease of the MPGCs’ targets expressly

di scl ose and address the per capita targets that would be required
to reduce VMI-rel ated GHG emni ssions, so that, at a mninmm the



issue is squarely on the table for future SB 375 target updates.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/54-
draft_targets release_comments july 2010 - final.pdf

Original File Name: Draft Targets Release Comments July 2010 - FINAL .pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-30 14:12:35

No Duplicates.



Comment 28 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Karen

Last Name: Brindley

Email Address: kbrindley@ci.san-marcos.ca.us
Affiliation: City of San Marcos

Subject: SB 375 Draft GHG Targets
Comment:

The initial 5-19% G eenhouse Gas (GHG target placehol der for the
years 2020 and 2035 was established by SANDAG and provided to the
CARB. Thi s placehol der was established by SANDAG nodel i ng
scenarios that included very aggressive, unapproved, and unfunded
policies and infrastructure inprovenents through the year 2035.
The approved Regi onal Transportation Plan has a horizon year of
2030, however, SB 375 requires a horizon year of 2035. Therefore,
t he SANDAG region has a period of five years wherein future
transportati on planning and i nvestnents are not approved, yet for
t he purposes of SB 375 nust be anal yzed for VMI reduction

The initial 5-19% GHG reduction scenarios included both current
and future sources of transportation revenue that may not be
avai |l abl e; and al so included |and use intensification assunptions
t hat have not been approved by the Board of Directors or by the

I ocal jurisdictions. SANDAG provided a letter to CARB (dated June
4, 2010) which indicated that the SANDAG Board of Directors
expressed concern that the scenario nodeling assuned an
intensification of |and use as well as policies, prograns, and

i nvestments that were not constrained by actual revenue that will
be avail abl e when the Board prioritizes investnents as part of the
next Regi onal Transportation Plan

It should be noted that SANDAG has an adopted 2030 Regi ona
Transportation Plan that includes two funding scenarios, the
“Revenue Constrai ned” scenario (identifying traditional funding
sources) and the “Reasonably Expected Revenue” scenario (which

i ncl udes both current funding sources and potential future revenue
sources fromstate and federal sources). At the direction of the
SANDAG Board of Directors, a hybrid scenario was devel oped and the
SANDAG Board of Directors has reconmmended to CARB a target of 7%
reduction by 2020 and 13% by 2035.

Assunptions contained within the hybrid scenario include hi ghway

i mprovenents that are within the 2030 Revenue Unconstrai ned hi ghway
network as well as revenue unconstrai ned nunber of park and ride
par ki ng spaces. Wthout an actual funding source these

i mprovenents and realization of GHG reduction targets may not be
realized. There are also a number of very aggressive increases to
car pool and vanpool participants within the Systenms Efficiency
scenario that may not be realized. G ven the CARB has indicated
the GHG targets should be “ambitious but achi evabl e”, these targets
may not be realized or achieved given that sone of the assunptions
in the nodel include unfunded inprovenents and investnents into the
transportation network.



Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-30 16:15:49

No Duplicates.



Comment 29 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Connie

Last Name: Gallippi

Email Address: connie@csgcalifornia.com
Affiliation: CaliforniaInfill Builders Association

Subject: Draft SB 375 Targets Comment L etter
Comment:

Attached please find a corment letter fromthe California Infill
Bui |l ders Association to the California Air Resources Board
regarding the Draft SB 375 targets.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/56-
infill_builders sb 375 draft_targets 7.30.10.pdf

Original File Name: Infill Builders SB 375 draft targets 7.30.10.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-07-30 16:35:44

No Duplicates.



Comment 30 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Michelle

Last Name: Garcia

Email Address: airquality@fmms.org
Affiliation: Fresno Madera Medical Society

Subject: Doctor's Testimony
Comment:

Attached are comments fromthe SB375 Regi onal Workshop in Fresno on
June 22, 2010. These coments are being subnmitted on behal f of the
District 6 Delegation of the California Medical Association

consi sting of 8 Medical Societies in the San Joaquin Valley (Kern,
Ki ngs, Tul are, Fresno-Madera, Merced-Mariposa, San Joaquin,

St ani sl aus and Tuol umme) .

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/58-aq_dir_testimony_for_district_6.doc
Origina File Name: AQ Dir Testimony for District 6.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-02 14:22:30

No Duplicates.



Comment 31 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Michael

Last Name: Delollis

Email Address: airquality@fmms.org
Affiliation: Fresno Madera Medical Society

Subject: Doctor's Testimony
Comment:

Attached are comments fromthe SB375 Regi onal Workshop in Fresno on
June 22, 2010. These coments are being subnmitted on behal f of the
District 6 Delegation of the California Medical Association

consi sting of 8 Medical Societies in the San Joaquin Valley (Kern,
Ki ngs, Tul are, Fresno-Madera, Merced-Mariposa, San Joaquin,

St ani sl aus and Tuol umme) .

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/59-delollis_testimony.doc
Origina File Name: Delollis testimony.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-02 14:27:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 32 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Don

Last Name: Gaede

Email Address: airquality@fmms.org
Affiliation: Fresno Madera Medical Society

Subject: Doctor's Testimony
Comment:

Attached are comments fromthe SB375 Regi onal Workshop in Fresno on
June 22, 2010. These coments are being subnmitted on behal f of the
District 6 Delegation of the California Medical Association

consi sting of 8 Medical Societies in the San Joaquin Valley (Kern,
Ki ngs, Tul are, Fresno-Madera, Merced-Mariposa, San Joaquin,

St ani sl aus and Tuol umme) .

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/60-gaede _testimony.doc
Origina File Name: Gaede Testimony.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-02 14:28:29

No Duplicates.



Comment 33 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Oscar

Last Name: Sablan

Email Address: airquality@fmms.org
Affiliation: Fresno Madera Medical Society

Subject: Doctor's Testimony
Comment:

Attached are comments fromthe SB375 Regi onal Workshop in Fresno on
June 22, 2010. These coments are being subnmitted on behal f of the
District 6 Delegation of the California Medical Association

consi sting of 8 Medical Societies in the San Joaquin Valley (Kern,
Ki ngs, Tul are, Fresno-Madera, Merced-Mariposa, San Joaquin,

St ani sl aus and Tuol umme) .

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/61-sablan_testimony.doc
Original File Name: Sablan Testimony.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-02 14:29:23

No Duplicates.



Comment 34 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Dr. Terry

Last Name: McKittrick

Email Address: Ikimura@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation:

Subject: Help Local Governments Improve Air Quality and Public Health
Comment:

Aug 1, 2010

Chai rman Ni chol s
1001 | Street
Sacranent o, CA 95812

Dear Chairman Nichol s,

| encourage the California Air Resources Board to pursue vigorous
i mpl enentation of SB 375 (Steinberg). This law will help
California

lead the way in the inplenmentation of "smart growth" economic
devel opnent policies that pronote healthier conmunities and
reduce

harnful air pollutants and greenhouse gases. SB 375 does this by
encouragi ng i nproved | and use and transportation planning and
alternatives to driving, including:

*nei ghbor hood rei nvest nent and redevel opnent

*nore robust and effective transit prograns

*nore wal kabl e, conmpact comunities connected by transit
*community design and infrastructure that supports wal ki ng and
bi ki ng

We know these prograns will lead to a smart econoni c devel opnent
pol i cy

at the sane tinme that they generate excellent health benefits and
address gl obal warming with more jobs, cleaner air, and less tine
in

traffic. These should be priority goals in California.

Si ncerely,

Dr. Terry McKittrick

359 Village Dr

Di nuba, CA 93618- 3533
(559) 591- 6737

Attachment:

Original File Name:



Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-03 07:37:43

No Duplicates.



Comment 35 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Bill

Last Name: Higgins

Email Address: mmckelvey@cacities.org
Affiliation: League of California Cities

Subject: Comments on Draft Regional Greenhouse Gas Emission Reduction Targets
Comment:

Pl ease see the attached coments.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/66-draft_375_targets.pdf
Origina File Name: Draft 375 Targets.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-03 14:13:16

No Duplicates.



Comment 36 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Jack

Last Name: Broadbent

Email Address: ayoung@baagmd.gov

Affiliation: Bay Area Air Quality Management District

Subject: SB 375 Targets
Comment:

Pl ease see attached letter.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/67-baagmd_sb 375 _|etter.pdf
Origina File Name: BAAQMD SB 375 letter.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-03 14:48:44

No Duplicates.



Comment 37 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Gerald

Last Name: Cauthen

Email Address; Cautnl@aol.com
Affiliation:

Subject: [BATF] Failing to Meet AB 32 Requirements
Comment:

AB 32 calls for California's greenhouse gas (GHG eni ssions to be
reduced to 1990 | evels by 2020. This represents a legitinate
effort on the part of Governor Schwarzenegger and the State
Legislature to do California's part to stave off, or at |east slow,
down horrific climte change.

In response, the Metropolitan Transportation Comm ssion has just
called for per capita GHG eni ssions to be reduced to 15% bel ow t he
2005 level by 2035. For this, it is unaccountably receiving praise
in sone quarters. First and forenost, in contrast to AB 32, MIC s
approach does not take into account Bay Area significant projected
popul ation growmh, the rate of which is likely to pick up as the
economy recovers and as other parts of the northern hem sphere get
hotter and drier. Secondly, given the |large increase in GHG
production that occured between 1990 and 2005 a 15%  reduction from

the 2005 level...even if it did include provision for population
grow h which it does not...would still |eave the GHG production
| evel 20% above 1990 levels. |In fact, given MIC s weak response to

the State mandate and considering the trend toward small er vehicles
and nore efficient propul sion systens, the Bay Area's regiona

pl anners have in reality positioned thenselves with little if
anything to do. This is underscored by the fact that MIC projects
that its anachronistic highway expansions and | argely inpotent
public transit devel opments will actually increase regional VMI
(vehicle miles per day) fromthe 107.7 nillion that prevailed in
1990 to 202.8 million by 2030.

See http://ww. ntc. ca. gov/ maps_and_dat a/ datamart/stats/vnt. htm

In other words, since the forthcom ng i ncreases in fuel econony
wi Il by thensel ves reduce enissions, MICis doing virtually nothing
to address California's GHG problem On the contrary, as evidenced
by the above-indicated VMI increases, MIC s prograns actually make
t he probl em wor se

If there is anyone who seriously thinks that a 15% per capita
reduction in GHG producti on by 2035 woul d get us even close to
returning to a 1990 total emi ssion |level by 2020 as specified in AB
32, | have a shiney new bridge to sell them

Ceral d Caut hen



Attachment:
Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-03 15:49:39

No Duplicates.



Comment 38 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Richard

Last Name: Lyon

Email Address: rlyon@cbia.org
Affiliation:

Subject: SB 375 Coalition Letter
Comment:

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comrents.
Yours truly,

Ri chard Lyon

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/72-
business coalition letter on_draft 375 targets.doc

Original File Name: Business coalition letter on draft 375 targets.doc
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-04 14:35:16

No Duplicates.



Comment 39 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Alex

Last Name: Pujo

Email Address: alex@pujo.net
Affiliation: COAST

Subject: GHG emission targets for Santa Barbara County
Comment:

July 1st, 2010

Doug Ito, WManager

SIP Local Government Strategies
Ai r Resources Board

P. O Box 2815

Sacranent o, CA 95812

Dear M. Ito,

The Coalition for Sustainable Transportation (COAST) is a
non-profit organization in Santa Barbara County devoted to bringing
about efficient and sustainable communities with attractive
opportunities to travel by foot, bicycle and public transportation
We urge the Air Resources Board to set a useful Green House Gas
reduction target for Santa Barbara County as part of the SB 375
process. As noted by M chael Chiacos of the Comrunity

Envi ronnmental Council in his recent letter froma coalition of

| ocal stakehol ders, there are reasons to believe that much greater
em ssions reductions are achi evable than those that the Santa

Bar bara County Associ ation of Governnents (SBCAG has considered in
their analysis for target setting.

The worst congestion in our area is caused by conmuters driving
fromVentura County to jobs in Santa Barbara's South Coast. In
fact, the nost expensive projects in SBCAG s Regi ona
Transportation Plan (RTP) are ainmed at relieving congestion caused
by that |ong-distance conmute. Land use policy changes in Santa
Bar bara County can and will have a significant influence on future
GHG per capita in both counties.

Consi dering the significant role that the jobs/housing inbal ance
plays in GHG eni ssions, the nminiscule target that SBCAG i s

proposing will result in blunting the intended goals of SB 375 on
future transportation and | and use planning in Santa Barbara
County. This missed opportunity will cause adverse inpacts at

| ocal levels and beyond. W respectfully urge the Air Resources
Board to establish an em ssions reduction target for Santa Barbara
County consistent with those set for Ventura County and the rest of
Sout hern California.

Si ncerely,

Al ex Puj o, President

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/73-coast_carb letter 7-21-10.pdf



Original File Name: COAST CARB letter 7-21-10.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-04 17:25:48

No Duplicates.



Comment 40 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: George

Last Name: Hague

Email Address: gbhague@gmail.com
Affiliation: Voter

Subject: Reduction target not enough
Comment:

The Southern California Association of Governnent (SCAG plan to
reduce by five to six percent the per capita greenhouse gas(GHG

ermi ssions fromthe 2005 levels is woefully inadequate. They will
probably expect the new nil eage standards will take care of this
and do very little to reduce vehicle niles travel ed(VMI). The
reducti on of GHG shoul d be set at a hi gher percentage and that

whi ch i s acconplished through higher nileage rates of cars/light
trucks shoul d not be counted. The County of Riverside approved the
| eapfrog 11, 250 unit project called the Villages of Lakeview in the
m ddl e of farml and. This happened in March of 2010 and because it
has al nost no permanent jobs there will be al nost 15,000 Daily
Conmut ers | ooking for work on our already cl ogged roadways. Many
of themw Il drive to another County, because Riverside County has
very few Reduce GHG through a reduction in VMI and set a higher
percentage rate-- especially for SCAG which has a much | arger

per cent age of CGHG emi ssions than any ot her MPO regi on or

conbi nati on of several MPO regions. Help western Riverside County
resi dents get out of being in a non attai nment area through your
actions.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-06 21:21:00

No Duplicates.



Comment 41 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Art

Last Name: Unger

Email Address: artunger @att.net
Affiliation:

Subject: We must reduce vehicle miles traveled
Comment:

We nust reduce vehicle niles travel ed (VM) by the increasing

popul ation of California. To do this we nust greatly reduce each
driver's VMI. It is necessary to reduce VMI in order to reduce air
pol I uti on and green house gas (GHG em ssi on.

If we achieve the carbon di oxide reductions of AB 32 and al so
reduce carbon dioxide | evels 80% bel ow 1990 | evel s by 2050, we will
achi eve carbon di oxide concentrati on of 450 parts per mllion.
Janes Hansen and ot hers have found that 350 parts per nmillion is

t he hi ghest concentration the planet can tolerate without profound
i mpacts from climate change.

For these two reasons, VMI nust be reduced rmuch nore than proposed.
Ways to decrease VM incl ude:

1 avoiding sprawi and walls around bl ocks of houses, so people can
wal k to stores

2 bi ke paths separated fromcars by curbing

3 buses and |ight rai

4 avoiding free parking

Perhaps in the not so distant future we will have electric cars
powered by electricity not generated by burning fossil fuels.

Thanks, Art

Attachment:

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-06 21:58:48

No Duplicates.



Comment 42 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Gladwyn

Last Name: d'Souza

Email Address. godsouza@mac.com
Affiliation:

Subject: Set tighter targets for SB375
Comment:

Pl ease note that your draft targets for reductions in vehicle mles
traveled, or VMIs are too low. | amwiting as person concerned
about traffic who has asthma. My children have asthnma too.

Not only is this a climate issue, it
The draft targets would result in traf
2020 and 21 - 39% by 2035.

s a quality of life issue.
fic increases of 9-18% by

Tighter targets at the high end of the range would benefit us all
The solutions are easy to inplement. They will benefit the states
enpl oyment situation by forcing new technol ogy. Existing zero
energy systens |ike wal kable communities will even benefit our
agi ng popul ati on.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-07 20:28:59

No Duplicates.



Comment 43 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Edward

Last Name: Mainland

Email Address; emainland@comcast.net
Affiliation: Sustainable Marin

Subject: We need more VMT reductions in the Bay Area
Comment:

Based on Sierra Club California's calculations, ARB's draft targets
for reductions in vehicle mles traveled (VMI) are much too | ow.
They are far fromsufficient to deal with greenhouse gas eni ssions
or to neet the state's goals for carbon enissions reductions. It is
illogical for ARBto set VMI targets that would actually --
according to sone estimates -- give us traffic increases of 9-18%
by 2020 and as nmuch as 30% by 2035. Covernment's first duty is
public health and safety. Final carbon em ssions reductions mnust
be based on the Governor &€™ Executive Order (and what the climate
scientists have estimated is safe), which is at |east 40% bel ow
1990 |l evel s by 2035. VM targets nmust be set accordingly.

Attachment:
Original File Name:
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-08 15:04:55

No Duplicates.



Comment 44 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Jenny

Last Name: Wilder

Email Address: JensOasis@aol.com
Affiliation: Mojave Group, Sierra Club

Subject: strong targets needed for quality of life
Comment:

Conments on Draft Regi onal G eenhouse Gas Emi ssion Reduction
Targets for Autonobiles and Light Truck pursuant to SB375 subnitted
by Jenny W/ der on behalf of the Mjave Goup, Sierra C ub.

Mary Nichols, Chair

California Air Resources Board

1001 A€o0t &€+ Street

Sacranmento, California 95814

http://ww. arb. ca. gov/ cc/ sh375/ comrent s. ht m
August 7, 2010

Dear Chai rman Ni chol s:

We encourage the California Air Resources Board to support public
heal th by establishing the nost anbitious regi onal greenhouse gas
reduction targets possible under SB375.

The weak targets contenplated by the majority of netropolitan

Pl anni ng Organi zati ons (MPGs) and in particular the Southern
California Association of Governments (SCAG are far too lowto
provide for any inmprovenent in overall greenhouse gas em ssion
reducti on. The weak a€oper capitaéd€e targets proposed by the
majority of MPGs will undermine existing tools to reduce greenhouse
gas emi ssions and could result in greater em ssions than would have
ot herwi se been achi eved in the absence of SB 375.

By using such low goals the opportunity to gui de devel opment in the

State toward a sustainable future that will provide significant
i mprovenents in public health and environmental benefits will be
lost. Lost too will be the incentive needed to provide for nore

livable conmunities. Such communities include transportation plans
wher e wal ki ng and bicycling are viable alternatives and where the
di sabl ed, young and el derly can get around conveniently on public
transportati on.

Bicycling is the healthiest, cleanest, cheapest, quietest, nost
energy efficient and | east congesting formof transportation and
needs to be encouraged. Bicycling can get one to the store, job or
school in a much healthier state than by any ot her neans of
transportation. Bicycling should no | onger be considered only
recreational, but a part of every conmunity transportation plan, as
shoul d wal ki ng.

Currently | eap-frog devel opment resulting in sprawl has failed to
provide for sustainable, livable comunities. Such devel opnment
encourages the inner city a€oghost &€“townd€e syndrone that results



in slums and crime and it assumes that everyone has the option of
driving a vehicle. Not everyone has that option. W nust chall enge
our regional and |ocal governments to change the way we plan and
devel op our comunities and transportation systenms to reduce
vehicles mles travel ed and greenhouse gas em ssions while al so
protecting and inproving public health and the environnent.

The clainms that adding freeway | anes would reduce GHG emi ssions is
flawed. Despite this claimit remains obvious to nost observers
that building nore hi ghways would conflict with the

cl i mat e-changi ng obj ectives that we seek. The HOT | ane program
woul d not &€omove us in the right GHG direction. a€« Peopl e who can

afford to drive will not reduce their driving and increase their
transit-riding until there is a public transit alternative in place
that is both well-integrated and reliable. These are obtainable

objectives, but it will take a concerted regi onal transportation

pl anni ng effort to achieve them Every freeway should have a cl ean
alternative such as rail or dependabl e bus servi ce.

For the reasons set forth above, we urge ARB to adopt strong
targets that require the transformational shift in | and use and
transportati on polices envisioned under SB 375.

Si ncerely,

Jenny W/l der, Chair, Mjave Goup, Sierra Cub
Attachment:

Original File Name:

Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-09 07:11:51

No Duplicates.



Comment 45 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Various

Last Name: Stakeholders

Email Address: ombcomm@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation:

Subject: Comments
Comment:

23 of the attached formcomment letters were received between July
16- 26t h.

Si gnatures incl ude:

Robert Dhondrup ( SCANPH)

Cesar Covarrubias (The Kennedy Commi ssion)

Acacia Squires (Habitat for Humanity)

Shashi Hanuman (Public Counsel Law Center)

Davi d Levy (Affordable Housing Activist)

Executive Direct denn Hayes (NHS of Orange County)
President Ann Sewi |l (Community Foundation Land Trust)
Jose Toro (JN Toro Architect)

Lara Morrison (Beverly-Vernont Community Land Trust)
Li sa Mot oyama

Mol Iy Rysman (Skid Row Housi ng Trust)

Chenoa Mason (Thomas Safran and Associ at es)

Anuj Dua (FSY ARCHI TECTS | NC)

Sheri Randol ph (Desert Manna Mnistries, Inc.)

VP of Housing, Al exander Russell (Many Mansions)
Principal Jennifer Lee-Anderson (CLA & Associ at es)
Rev. Jennifer Qutierrez (CA-Pacific Conference United Methodi st
Chur ch)

Kat hl een Lawr ence

Judy Branf man

John Di Napoli (La Casa Realty)

Marilyn Bruce (Skid Row Housing Trust)

Prof. Peter Dreier (Cccidental College)

El i zabeth MacKillop (Torti Gallas and Partners, Inc.)

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/80-formcomment. pdf
Origina File Name: FormComment.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-11 13:21:05

No Duplicates.



Comment 46 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Steven

Last Name: Schneider

Email Address: Ikimura@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation:

Subject: Comment on Regional Greenhouse Gas Reduction Targets Under SB 375
Comment:

See attached conment letter received via post mail on July 27,
2010.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/81-schnei dercomment. pdf
Origina File Name: SchneiderComment.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-11 13:48:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 47 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Kristine

Last Name: Thalman

Email Address: Ikimura@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: BIA, Orange County and Others

Subject: Comments on Draft Regional GHG Emission Reduction Targets
Comment:

See attached comment letter on Draft Regional Greenhouse Gas
Emi ssion Reduction Targets received via post mail on August 2,
2010.

Si gned by the follow ng organizations:

Bui | di ng I ndustry Associ ati on, Orange County
OC Busi ness Counci |

OC Taxpayers Assn

Orange County Assn of Realtors

NAI OP SoCal Board Menber
Sout h Coast Apartnent Assn.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/82-orangecountyorgani zations. pdf
Original File Name: OrangeCountyOrgani zations.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-11 13:48:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 48 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Mark

Last Name: Green

Email Address: Ikimura@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Union City

Subject: Support for Clean Cars Program and SB 375 to reduce vehicle emissions
Comment:

See attached conment letter on SB 375 received via post mail on
July 6, 2010.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/83-union_city _commentpdf.pdf
Origina File Name: Union City Commentpdf.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-11 13:48:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 49 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Valerie

Last Name: Brown

Email Address: Ikimura@arb.ca.gov

Affiliation: Sonoma County Board of Supervisors

Subject: Support for SB 375
Comment:

See attached conment letter on SB 375 received via post mail on
July 1, 2010.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sh375-targets-ws/84-sonoma_comment.pdf
Origina File Name: sonoma comment.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-11 13:48:19

No Duplicates.



Comment 50 for Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375 (sh375-tar gets-ws)
- 1st Workshop.

First Name: Andy

Last Name: Henderson

Email Address: ombcomm@arb.ca.gov
Affiliation: Building Industry Association of S CA

Subject: Additional Concerns about the Draft Emission Reduction Target Ranges
Comment:

See attached.

Attachment: www.arb.ca.gov/lists/sb375-targets-ws/85-bia-sc_memo_july 26-2010.pdf
Origina File Name: BIA-SC Memo_July 26-2010.pdf
Date and Time Comment Was Submitted: 2010-08-17 13:53:25

No Duplicates.



There are no comments posted to Comments on regional targetsfor SB 375
(shb375-tar gets-ws) that wer e presented during the Workshop at thistime.



